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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT












THE ABOVE-ENTITLED MATTER CAME ON FOR HEARING
BEFORE THE HONORABLE GERHARD A. GESELL, UNITED STATES DISTRICT
JUDGE, COMMENCING AT 9:30 A. M.
APPEARANCES:
FOR THE PLAINTIFF:
JAMES H. HELLER, ESQUIRE
DOUGLAS B. HURON, ESQUIRE
FOR THE DEFENDANT:
WAYNE A. SCHRADER, ESQUIRE
STEPHEN TALLENT, ESQUIRE
KATHY D. IRELAND, ESQUIRE
ULRIC SULLIVAN, ESQUIRE
THOMAS 0. BEYER















































































THE D PUTY CLERK: CIVIL ACTION 84-3040, ANN B.
HOPKINS VERSUS PRICE WATERHOUSE. MR. HELLER AND MR. HURON FOR
THE PLAINTIFF. MR. SCHRADER, MR. TALLENT, MISS IRELAND AND
MR. SULLIVAN FOR THE DEFENDANT.
MR. HURON: GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: GOOD MORNING.
I'VE HAD A CHANCE SINCE I SAW YOU LAST TO STUDY YOUR
TRIAL BRIEF AND PAPERS. DO YOU WISH TO MAKE AN OPENING STATE¬
MENT OF SOME KIND OR DO YOU WISH TO GO RIGHT TO THE PROOF?
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, WE WOULD LIKE TO MAKE AN
OPENING STATEMENT, ABOUT TEN MINUTES. BEFORE DOING SO I'D
LIKE ORALLY TO AMEND OUR EXHIBIT LIST BY ADDING TWO EXHIBITS,
39 AND 40, WHICH WERE INADVERTENTLY OMITTED WHICH I DON'T
BELIEVE THE DEFENDANT HAS ANY PROBLE S WITH AND WE'D ALSO AT
THIS TIME LIKE TO MOVE INTO EVIDENCE EXHIBIT NUMBERS 1 THROUGH
28 AND NUMBER 40.
THE COURT: ONE THROUGH 28?
MR. HURON: YES, 28.
THE COURT: AND EXHIBIT 40.
MR. HURON: YES, SIR.
THE COURT: IS THERE ANY OBJECTION TO THOSE?
MR. TALLENT: NO OBJECTION, YOUR HONOR.



























THE DEPUTY CLERK: YES, SIR.
CWHEREUPON, PLAINTIFF'S
EXHIBITS 1 THROUGH 28 AND
0 WERE RECEIVED INTO
EVIDENCE)
CWHEREUPON, OPENING STATEMENT BY MR. HURON ON BEHALF
OF THE PLAINTIFF 
CWHEREUPON, OPENING STATEMENT BY MR. TALLENT ON
BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT)
MR. HELLER: YOUR HONOR, I'LL CALL ANN HOPKINS.
FOR THE RECORD, MY NAME IS JAMES H. HELLER AND I'LL
BE QUESTIONING HER.
YOUR HONOR, I DON'T WANT TO SUPPLEMENT THE OPENING
STATEMENT BUT I DID INTEND IN THIS TESTIMONY THAT YOU'D GET A
GOOD PICTURE OF MISS HOPKINS' CAREER.
THE COURT: I THINK THAT'S FAIR. I JUST WAS TRYING
TO SHIFT THE EMPHASIS WHERE IT OUGHT TO BE, MR. HELLER. YOU
KNOW YOUR BUSINESS IN THIS KIND OF CASE AND I'M SURE YOU WILL.
MR. HELLER: ALL RIGHT.
THE COURT: I'D LIKE TO GET A PICTURE OF THE
PLAINTIFF GENERALLY BUT I WANTED TO BE SURE I WAS IN FOCUS
ON THE ISSUE.
MR. HELLER: WE'LL TRY TO FOCUS ON THAT TOO AS MUCH
























THE PLAINTIFF HEREIN, HAVING APPEARED AS A WITNESS ON HER OWN




Q MISS HOPKINS, WOULD YOU STATE YOUR NAME FOR THE
RECORD? WOULD YOU STATE YOUR AGE AND WHERE YOU LIVE?
A I'M 41 YEARS OLD. I LIVE AT 213  CATHEDRAL AVENUE
NORTHWEST, IN WASHINGTON.
Q ALL RIGHT. COULD YOU TELL ME WHEN YOU GRADUATED FRO 
HIGH SCHOOL?
A I GRADUATED FROM HIGH SCHOOL IN 1961.
Q ALL RIGHT. WHAT EDUCATION DID YOU HAVE AFTER HIGH
SCHOOL?
A I EARNED A BACHELOR'S DEGREE IN MATHEMATICS FROM
HOLLINS COLLEGE ON ROANOKE:;: VIRGINIA. I EARNED A MASTER'S
DEGREE IN MATHEMATICS FROM INDIANA UNIVERSITY IN BLOOMINGTON,
INDIANA.
Q WHEN DID YOU GET THOSE DEGREES?
A I EARNED MY BACHELOR'S DEGREE IN 1965 AND MY
ASTER'S DEGREE IN 1967.




























A I HAVE A HUSBAND. I HAVE THREE CHILDREN.
Q WHAT ARE THE AGES OF YOUR CHILDREN?
A MY CHILDREN ARE NINE, SEVEN AND FIVE.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND WERE ANY OF THOSE CHILDREN BORN
DURING THE TIME THAT YOU WORKED FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE?
A MY YOUNGEST WAS BORN WHILE I WAS AT PRICE WATERHOUSE
Q NOW, BEFORE WE GET INTO YOUR WOR  CAREER, IN YOUR
LIFE OUTSIDE PRICE WATERHOUSE DURING THE TIME YOU WERE WORKING
THERE DID YOU HAVE ANY OUTSIDE ACTIVITIES?
A I WAS INVOLVED IN THE GIRL SCOUTS WITH MY DAUGHTER'S
BROWNIE TROOP. I WAS INVOLVED IN THE SOCCER LEAGUE WITH MY
DAUGHTER'S BROWNIE TROOP. I CONTINUED TO GIVE SPEECHES AT
MY UNDERGRADUATE ALMA MATER. I WAS INVOLVED IN THE FUND
RAISING ACTIVITIES OF THE SCHOOL THAT MY CHILDREN ATTEND.
Q ALL RIGHT. DID YOU DO ANYTHING WITH YOUR BOYS?
A MY BOYS AND ACTUALLY AT THIS POINT MY DAUGHTER ALSO
AND I ALL TAKE KARATE BUT I DIDN'T DO THAT WHEN I WAS AT PRICE
WATERHOUSE.
Q NOW, WHERE WAS YOUR FIRST JOB AFTER YOU COMPLETED
YOUR EDUCATION?
A ON COMPLETION OF MY MASTER'S DEGREE I SPENT A YEAR
TEACHING AT HOLLINS COLLEGE, WHICH WAS THE UNDERGRADUATE
INSTITUTION THAT I HAD ATTENDED. WHILE I WAS THERE I WAS




























Q WHAT DID YOU DO FOR IBM?
A AT IBM I WAS INITIALLY A MATHEMATIC PHYSICIST WORKINi
WITH -- WORKING FOR MODEL PRESSURES AND FORCES IN NEAR EARTH
ATMOSPHERIC CONDITIONS FOR CERTAIN KINDS OF SATELLITES.
I DID THAT FOR SIX TO NINE MONTHS. I THEN BEGAN AS A TASK
TEAM LEADER, PROJECT MANAGER, IF YOU WILL, ON A SIX OR SEVEN
MAN PROJECT TO IMPLEMENT SYSTEMS THAT MONITORED THOSE FORCES
AND TORQUES THAT I HAD BEEN MODELING IN MY EARLIER WORK.
Q WHO WAS THE CLIENT FOR IBM THAT YOU WERE DOING
THIS FOR?
A THE CLIENT WAS THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION, GODDARD SPACE FLIGHT CENTER.
Q HOW LONG DID YOU CONTINUE IN THAT WORK AND THEN GO
ON TO WHAT YOU DID NEXT?
A I WORKED WITH THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION AS A CLIENT DURING MY ENTIRE TENURE AT IBM
CORPORATION AND WHEN I LEFT IBM I STAYED WITH THE SAME CLIENT
AT COMPUTER SCIENCES CORPORATION, SO I WORKED WITH THE SAME
CLIENT FOR ABOUT THREE OR FOUR YEARS THROUGH THOSE ORGANIZA¬
TIONS .
Q HOW LONG WERE YOU AT COMPUTER SCIENCES CORPORATION?
A A YEAR AND A HALF, PERHAPS TWO YEARS.
MR. HELLER: YOUR HONOR, I'D LIKE TO SAY SOME OF
THIS IS COVERED IN PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 11, WHICH IS HER RESUME,



























Q DID YOU DEAL WITH ANY OTHER CLIENTS WHEN YOU WERE
WORKING FOR COMPUTER SCIENCES CORPORATION?
A NOT THAT I RECALL. ALL THE CLIENTS THAT I WORKED
WITH WERE WITH THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATI
AT COMPUTER SCIENCES. WHEN I LEFT COMPUTER SCIENCES AND WENT
TO COMPUTER USAGE CORPORATION IN A MARKETING PERSPECTIVE I
CONTINUED TO DEVELOP BUSINESS AT THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION  BUT I SPLIT MY TIME BETWEEN WORK FOR
NASA AND WORK FOR VARIOUS BANKS IN NEW YORK AND CHICAGO. ONE
OF MY OBJECTIVES IN GOING TO COMPUTER USAGE WAS TO DEVELOP
A BROADER BASE OF BUSINESS PROJECTS.
Q HOW LONG WERE YOU /WITH COMPUTER USAGE CORPORATION?
A APPROXIMATELY TWO YEARS.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND THE BANK PROJECT WAS THE MAIN THING
YOU DID DURING THAT TIME?
A I SPENT A GREAT DEAL OF TIME WORKING WITH A NUMBER
OF BANKS.
Q ALL RIGHT. CAN YOU TELL US A LITTLE BIT ABOUT WHAT
YOU DID THEN? NOT A LOT. WITH THE BANK?
A BASICALLY I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR DEVELOPING AND
INSTALLING CERTAIN COMPUTER SYSTEMS THAT HAD BOTH HARDWARE
AND COMPUTER PROGRAMMING AND MANUAL PROCEDURES ELEMENTS WHERE
THEY DID THE BANKING APPLICATIONS.
Q HOW BIG   WERE YOU IN CHARGE OF ANY TEAM OR WHAT



























A TYPICALLY I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR A TEAM OF FROM TWO
TO SEVEN PEOPLE WHO WERE PUTTING TOGETHER THESE SYSTEMS AND
MAKING THEM WORK IN THE BANK ENVIRONMENT.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND YOU HAD SUPERVISORS OF YOUR OWN,
I TAKE IT?
A YES, I WAS RESPONSIBLE TO A MAN NAMED CHARLES R.
CAMPBELL WHO WORKED FOR COMPUTER USAGE IN ATLANTA.
Q WHEN YOU LEFT COMPUTER USAGE CORPORATION WHERE DID
YOU GO?
A I WENT TO WORK FOR TOUCHE ROSS AND COMPANY.
Q WHAT DID YOU DO AT TOUCHE ROSS?
A I WAS A MANAGEMENT CONSULTANT WORKING ON PROJECTS
THAT TOUCHE ROSS DID. I CONTINUED TO WORK  AINLY IN THE
SYSTEMS AREA.
Q CAN YOU NAME THE MAJOR PROJECTS THAT YOU WORKED ON
WHILE YOU WERE AT TOUCHE ROSS?
A I WAS -- I PARTICIPATED IN A PROJECT FOR THE FEDERAL
HOME LOAN BANK BOARD TO DEVELOP A SYSTEM FOR PAYROLL PERSONNEL
AND BUDGETING. I WORKED WITH THE   WITH PUBLIC BROADCASTING
SERVICE TO DO AN ANALYSIS OF USER USAGE. I WORKED WITH THE
UNITED MINE WORKERS' HEALTH AND RETIREMENT FUNDS TO IMPLEMENT
A CLAIMS PROCESSING SYSTEM THAT'S FOR ALL PRACTICAL PURPOSES,
IF YOU'RE THINKING OF A MEDICARE-MEDI CAI'D CLAIMS PROCESSING
SYSTEM, THAT'S THE COUNTERPART.




























A TWO OR THREE YEARS.
Q ALL RIGHT. WERE YOU IN CHARGE OF ANY TEAM OF PEOPLE 
A I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR A PROJECTS TEAM THAT CONSISTED
OF A NUMBER OF TOUCHE ROSS CONSULTANTS  A NUMBER OF ANALYSTS
WHO WERE EMPLOYED BY THE CLIENT, UNITED MINE WORKERS' HEALTH
AND RETIREMENT FUNDS, A NUMBER OF PROGRAMMERS WHO WERE
EMPLOYED BY THE CLIENT AND A NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES WHO WERE
SUB-CONTRACTED FOR TOUCHE ROSS. THE NUMBER WAS TWO TO 20,
DEPENDING ON THE VARIOUS ACTIVITIES.
Q WHAT YEAR DID YOU FINALLY LEAVE TOUCHE ROSS?
A 1977, LATE IN 1977.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, ALL THESE YEARS THAT YOU WOR ED
IN THIS SUCCESSION OF PROJECTS THAT YOU JUST DESCRIBED FOR
THIS SUCCESSION OF COMPANIES, WHAT WERE YOUR RELATIONSHIPS
WITH THE STAFF THAT YOU SUPERVISED DURING THE TIMES THAT YOU
HAD STAFF UNDER YOU?
A MY RELATIONS WERE FINE.
Q DID YOU EVER GET ANY CRITICISM EITHER FROM THE
STAFF DIRECTLY OR FROM ANY OF YOUR OWN SUPERIORSOR COLLEAGUES
IN THE MANNER IN WHICH YOU SUPERVISED THE STAFF?
A NO.
Q DID ANY OF YOUR EMPLOYERS EVER TAKE YOU TO TASK FOR
HAVING BAD RELATIONSHIPS WITH YOUR STAFF?



























BUT I NEVER WAS TAKEN TO TAS  FOR ANY PROBLEMS OR INCIDENTS.
Q DID ANYBODY EVER REMOVE YOU FROM THE SUPERVISION
OF THE STAFF?
A NO.
Q DID YOU EVER ENCOUNTER ANY INSTANCE IN WHICH A STAFF
MEMBER RESIGNED AND GAVE AS THE REASON THAT HE OR SHE COULDN'T
WORK UNDER YOU?
A NO.
Q NOW, COULD YOU TELL ME A LITTLE BIT MORE ABOUT WHAT
YOU DID FOR THE UNITED MINE WORKERS' PROJECTS AND THEN WE'LL
MOVE ON.
A THE UNITED MINE WORKERS' HEALTH AND RETIREMENT FUNDS
HAD A NUMBER OF LEGAL DIFFICULTIES WITH THE UNION. I DON'T
REMEMBER THE EXACTNESS OF THOSE LEGAL DIFFICULTIES BUT THE
UNITED MINE WORKERS' HEALTH AND RETIREMENT FUNDS CALLED IN A
NUMBER OF CONSULTANTS TO STRAIGHTEN OUT ITS FINANCIAL RECORD¬
KEEPING. THERE WERE THREE BROAD AREAS IN WHICH THE RECORD¬
KEEPING WAS TO BE STRAIGHTENED OUT. ONE WAS IN TERMS OF PAY¬
MENT TO MINERS OF MEDICAL BENEFITS THAT THEY WERE ENTITLED
TO. THAT WAS THE AREA I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR. THE OTHER WAS
PAYMENTS TO MINERS THAT THEY WERE ENTITLED TO FOR LIFE
INSURANCE AND THINGS OF THAT NATURE, AND THE OTHER WAS CERTAIN
FINANCIAL SYSTEMS RELATING TO ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING. THE
PARTICULAR PROJECT THAT I WORKED ON WE WERE CHARGED WITH THE



























PAY PROPER AMOUNTS TO ELIGIBLE MINERS, TO DEVELOP A SYSTEM
THAT WOULD FACILITATE THAT PAYMENT PROCESS AND TO IMPLEMENT
OR TO INSTALL THAT SYSTEM IN THE OPERATION OF THE UNITED MINE
WORKERS' HEALTH AND RETIREMENT FUNDS.
Q WAS THERE ANY OTHER MAJOR CONSULTANT WITH THE UMW
DURING THE TIME TOUCHE ROSS WAS WORKING FOR THEM?
A PRICE WATERHOUSE WAS, AS I RECALL THE UNITED MINE
WORKERS' HEALTH AND RETIRMENT FUNDS' AUDITOR AT THAT TIME AND
PRICE WATER HOUSE WAS WORKING ON A PROJECT CALLED FOSIP,
F-O-S-I-P. I DON'T REMEMBER WHAT IT STOOD FUR BUT IT HAD
TO DO WITH IMPROVING SOME OF THE FINANCIAL PRACTICES OF THE
FUNDS. TOUCHE ROSS PEOPLE WERE WORKING ON THE OPERATIONAL
PRACTICES.
Q DO YOU RECALL THE PRICE WATERHOUSE PARTNER WHO WAS
IN CHARGE OF THE ACTIVITIES THAT YOU KNEW ABOUT?
A I'M NOT SURE WHO WAS A PARTNER THEN, MR. HELLER,
BUT THE PEOPLE WHO WERE INVOLVED WERE CHRIS EVERETT, SCOTT
HARTZ, A MAN NAMED JIM RAVENHORTS (SPELLED PHONETICALLY) AND
THERE MAY HAVE BEEN OTHERS BUT WHOM I JUST DON'T REMEMBER.
Q YOU LEFT TOUCHE ROSS IN 1977. WHERE DID YOU GO?
A I WENT TO W RK FOR AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS, INC.
IN ROSLYN, VIRGINIA.
Q HOW LONG DID YOU STAY THERE?
A I WAS THERE APPROXIMATELY EIGHT MONTHS.



























A IT WAS A MISTAKE.
Q IN WHAT RESPECT?
A I LIKE THE WAY THAT CERTAIN KINDS OF CONSULTING
FIRMS DO BUSINESS. TOUCHE ROSS, PRICE WATERHOUSE. THERE ARE
SOME OTHER FIRMS THAT ARE NOT IN THE SO-CALLED BIG EIGHT, BUT
THEY HAVE CERTAIN KINDS OF CHARACTERISTICS ABOUT THE KIND OF
BUSINESS THEY DO. THE WAY THEY MANAGE PROJECTS. THE SCOPE
OF THE SERVICES. I LIKE THE WAY THOSE KINDS OF FIRMS DO
BUSINESS. AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS HAS A MORE NARROW
FOCUS OR AT LEAST IT DID AT THE TIME HAVE A MORE NARROW FOCUS
AND I BASICALLY PREFERRED A MULTI-PROJECT ENVIRONMENT AND A
BROADER FOCUS WITH FIRMS LIKE PRICE WATERHOUSE AND TOUCHE ROSS
Q WHAT DID YOU DO WHEN YOU MADE THE DECISION THAT
AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS WAS A MISTAKE?
A I TALKED TO SOME OF THE PARTNERS AT TOUCHE ROSS
AND ASKED THEM -- AT THAT POINT MY HUSBAND WAS A PARTNER AT
TOUCHE. I TALKED TO SOME OF THE PARTNERS THAT I WORKED WITH
AT TOUCHE ROSS AND ASKED THEM IF THEY HAD SOME RECOMMENDATIONS
THEY SUGGESTED THAT   I THINK THEIR COMMENTS WERE ALONG THE
LINES THAT IF THEY COULDN T BE A PARTNER AT TOUCHE ROSS THEY'D
LIKE TO BE A PARTNER AT PRICE WATERHOUSE AND THEY REFERRED ME
TO PRICE WATERHOUSE. I BELIEVE JEFF WALDMAN MADE ARRANGEMENTS
FOR ME TO TALK TO PAUL GOODSTAT.
Q TOUCHE ROSS HAD A RUL£ YOU WERE SAYING, THAT HUSBAND



























A YES. THE REASON THAT I LEFT TOUCHE ROSS WAS THAT
NEITHER MY HUSBAND NOR MYSELF COULD BE CONSIDERED FOR PARTNER¬
SHIP AS LONG AS  E WERE BOTH THERE.
Q DID YOUR HUSBAND SUBSEQUENTLY BECOME A PARTNER AT
TOUCHE ROSS?
A MY HUSBAND DID.
Q AND YOU WENT AND APPLIED TO PRICE WATERHOUSE?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q AND YOU WERE ACCEPTED WHEN?
A I WENT TO WORK FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE IN AUGUST OF
1978 .
Q WHAT WAS YOUR INITIAL CLASSIFICATION OR STATUS
THERE?
A MY TITLE WHEN I WAS HIRED WAS MANAGER. IT S ONE OF
SEVERAL TITLES THAT DESCRIBE THE TYPICAL RETAINER.
Q CAN YOU TELL ME WHAT ARE THE TITLES BELOW MANAGER
IN THE PROFESSIONAL RANKS AND WHAT ARE THE TITLES ABOVE
MANAGER?
A BROADLY, THERE ARE THREE TITLES, PARTNER, MANAGER
AND CONSULTANT, IN THE CONSULTING DISCIPLINE. CONSULTANT IS
OTHERWISE SUB-CLASSIFIED AS SENIOR CONSULT NTS , STAFF
CONSULTANT AND I THINK IN SOME INSTANCES THERE ARE ASSISTANT
CONSULTANTS. MANAGER IS BROKEN DOWN BETWEEN MANAGER AND
SENIOR MANAGER. PARTNERS, ALL PEOPLE ARE REFERRED TO AS



























I THINK THE DIFFERENTIATING CHARACTERISTIC IS WHETHER ONE
HAS A CPA. PROPERLY YOU'RE A PARTNER IF YOU HAVE A CPA.
Q AND YOU'RE A PRINCIPAL IF YCUDON'T.
A YES .
Q WHAT WAS THE PART OF PRICE WATERHOUSE THAT YOU
ENTERED? WHAT WAS IT CALLED?
A I JOINED THE OVERALL AREA OF MANAGEMENT ADVISORY
SERVICES, MAS. I WENT TO WORK FOR THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES. WITHIN THE OFFICE . OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES I WAS IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF FEDERAL MANAGEMENT ADVISORY SERVICES.
Q WHO W S THE PARTNER WHO HIRED YOU?
A THE PARTNER WHO HIRED ME WAS PAUL GOODSTAT.
Q WHAT WAS HIS POSITION AT THE TIME?
A PAUL GOODSTAT WAS THE PARTNER:- RESPONSIBLE FOR
FEDERAL ADVISORY -- FEDERAL MAS, FEDERAL MANAGEMENT ADVISORY
SERVICES. HE REPORTED TO THE PARTNER IN CHARGE OF THE OFFICE
OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES.
Q WHO WAS THAT PARTNER AT THE TIME?
A THAT PARTNER WAS MR. ROSCOE HAGER.
Q WHAT DID YOU DO INITIALLY WHEN YOU GOT TO PRICE
WATERHOUSE?
A INITIALLY FOR A PERIOD OF A FEW MONTHS I DIDN'T DO
ANYTHING. I MEAN I WAS NOT ASSIGNED TO A PARTICULAR PROJECT.
I STUDIED SOME ACCOUNTING BOOKS. I WORKED ON AN OCCASIONAL



























BASICALLY I WAS NOT ASSIGNED TO A PROJECT FOR THE FIRST
SEVERAL MONTHS I WAS AT PRICE WATERHOUSE.
Q WHAT WAS THE FIRST PROJECT TO WHICH YOU WERE ASSIGNED
A THE FIRST PROJECT TO WHICH I WAS ASSIGNED WAS
ENTITLED PROJECT INTEGRITY. IT WAS FOR THE BUREAU OF INDIAN
AFFAIRS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. THE PROJECT WAS
TO -- THE PROJECT WAS A SYSTEMS PROJECT TO DEFINE WHAT THE
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS NEEDED TO DO TO CORRECT CERTAIN
DEFICIENCIES IN ITS OPERATIONAL AND ACCOUNTING PRACTICES AND
SYSTEMS .
Q WHEN DID YOU JOIN THAT PROJECT, DO YOU RECALL?
A IT WOULD HAVE BEEN IN THE NOVEMBER-DECEMBER TIME
FRAME IN 1978.
Q HOW LONG DID PROJECT INTEGRITY LAST AFTER YOU JOINED
IT?
A THE LARGE PART OF PROJECT INTEGRITY   THE LARGE
PART OF THE ACTIVITIES OF PROJECT INTEGRITY ENDED IN MARCH OR
APRIL OF 1979 ALTHOUGH THERE WAS SOME CONTINUING ACTIVITIES
THAT WENT ON INTO THE SUMMER AND FALL.
Q WHAT WAS THE NEXT THING YOU WORKED ON?
A THE NEXT MAJOR PROJECT I WORKED ON WAS A PROJECT
ENTITLED THE CONVERSION ASSISTANCE PROJECT FOR THE BUREAU OF
INDIAN AFFAIRS.
THE COURT: WELL, NOW, DID YOU HAVE STAFF UNDER YOU



























A THE FIRST PROJECT, THE PROJECT TEAM CONSISTED OF
THREE PEOPLE. THE PROJECT -- I WAS NOT THE PROJECT  ANAGER
FOR THAT PROJECT.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q WHO WAS THE PROJECT MANAGER FOR IT?
A THE PROJECT MANAGER WAS MR. TOM COLBERG.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND WHO WAS THE   WAS THERE A PARTNER
IN CHARGE OF THE PROJECT OR RESPONSIBLE FOR IT?
A MR. LEWIS J. KRULWICH, K-R-U-L-W-I-C-H.
Q AND THERE WERE THREE OF YOU INVOLVED?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q CAN YOU EXPLAIN HOW THE CONVERSION ASSISTANCE
PROJECT DEVELOPED AND WHAT ITS RELATIONSHIP WAS TO PROJECT
INTEGRITY?
A IN WORKING ON PROJECT INTEGRITY THE PROJECT TEAM
VISITED A LARGE NUMBER OF INDIAN RESERVATIONS AROUND THE
COUNTRY. IN ADDITION, THE PROJECT TEAM SPENT A CONSIDERABLE
AMOUNT OF TIME IN ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO WHICH WAS THE CENTER
OF DATA PROCESSING AND OPERATIONS FOR THE BUREAU OF INDIAN
AFFAIRS. WE SPENT A LOT OF TI E WORKING WITH THOSE PEOPLE
IN ALBUQUERQUE. AN OUTGROWTH OF WORKING WITH THOSE PEOPLE
WAS THAT WE SUBMITTED A PROPOSAL TO HELP THEM CONVERT FROM
ONE PIECE" OF CO PUTING EQUIPMENT TO ANOTHER SYSTE  OF
CO PUTING. I WAS RESPONSIBLE -- I WAS THE PROJECT MANAGER



























Q WHEN YOU WORKED ON THE CONVERSION ASSISTANCE PROJECT
WHO WAS WITH YOU ON THAT PROJECT?
A INITIALLY I WAS OUT BECAUSE MY SON WAS BORN THREE
DAYS BEFORE THE PROJECT WAS SUPPOSED TO START BUT I WAS OUT
FOR A PERIOD OF THREE OR FOUR WEEKS. SO INITIALLY IN MY
ABSENCE A GENTLEMAN NAMED MR. J. LARRY MC CLURE SERVED AS
PROJECT MANAGER UNTIL I COULD GET TO ALBUQUERQUE. A WO A 
NAMED LINDA PEGUES FROM THE HOUSTON OFFICE OF PRICE WATERHOUSE
AND A MAN NAMED AL LILJKERNS, I THINK THAT S L-I-L-J-K-E-R-N-S.
FROM THE DENVER OFFICE WORKED ON THE PROJECT.
Q NOW, THESE WERE BORROWED PEOPLE, I TAKE IT, IN THAT
SENSE?
A THAT’S CORRECT.
Q NOW, YOU WERE THE PROJECT DIRECTOR FOR THE PROJECT
INTEGRITY? I MEAN FOR THE CONVERSION ASSISTANCE P OJECT.
A I WAS THE PROJECT MANAGER RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
PROJECT.
Q NOW, DID YOU DURING THIS TIME   HOW LONG DID THAT
LAST, BY THE WAY? HOW LONG DID THE CONVERSION ASSISTANCE
PROJECT LAST?
A IT BEGAN ON JUNE 18, 1979 AND ENDED FOR ALL
PRACTICAL PURPOSES AT THE END OF '79. THERE WERE STILL SOME
LOOSE ENDS THAT MAY HAVE INVOLVED SOME EFFORT IN EARLY 1980,
BUT IT BASICALLY ENDED IN  79.



























THE STAFF THAT YOU SUPERVISED?
A NOTHING OUTSTANDING. NO PROBLEMS OTHER THAN THE
USUAL PROBLEMS.
Q DID YOU HAVE DISAGREEMENTS ABOUT HOW TO DO THINGS,
FROM TIME TO TIME?
A PROBABLY.
Q HAS THAT BEEN A COMMON FACTOR IN THE PROJECTS YOU'VE
WORKED ON, AT LEAST IN THEIR START-UP PHASES?
A IN ALL PROJECTS WHEN YOU GO TO IMPLEMENT A SYSTEM
IN A CLIENT ORGANIZATION YOUR OBJECTIVE IS TO INTRODUCE A
CHANGE AND WHENEVER YOU INTRODUCE A CHANGE THERE'S A MAJOR
CONFLICT, BUT IT'S PART OF THE BUSINESS, NOT A PROBLEM.
Q DID ANY OF THOSE DISAGREEMENTS AMONG THE STAFF, THAT
YOU RECALL, RIPEN IN OR RISE TO THE LEVEL WHERE PEOPLE BEGAN
TO BE IN REAL PERSONAL CONFLICT WITH YOU OR WITH EACH OTHER?
A NO, NOT THAT I  NOW.
THE COURT: NOW, WHEN YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT STAFF I
UNDERSTAND THE PROBLEM IS  ITH THE PRICE WATERHOUSE STAFF,    
NOT STAFF OF THE CLIENTS. SHE'S TALKING ABOUT OCCASI C| AL! Y'
STAFF OF THE CLIENT?
MR. HELLER: NO, I THINK -- I'M SORRY, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: SHE SAID WHEN YOU INTRODUCE A NEW SYSTEM
IN TO A CLIENT THERE SOMETIMES ARE CONFLICTS. THAT ISN'T WHAT
WE'RE TALKING ABOUT ON THIS CASE. WE'RE TALKING ABOUT



























TO KNO  WHEN YOU FIRST CAME TO REALIZE THAT SOMEBODY FELT YOU
WERE HAVING DIFFICULTY OF THE PRICE WATERHOUSE STAFF?
\
THE WITNESS: I DIDN'T HAVE DIFFICULTY WITH PRICE
WATERHOUSE STAFF IN THIS INSTANCE.
THE COURT: WHEN DID YOU FIRST REALIZE THAT PEOPLE
THOUGHT YOU WERE HAVING TROUBLE IS WHAT I ASKED YOU? WAS IT
THE PARTNERSHIP BUSINESS, THAT FIRST TIME YOU EVER HEARD OF IT?
THE WITNESS: I DID NOT GET ALONG VERY WELL WITH
TOM COLBERG ON THE BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS PROJECT INTEGRITY.
HE WAS A CONSULTANT WITH A PROGRAMATIC CONSULTANT BACKGROUND.
I WAS A CONSULTANT WITH A SYSTEMS BACKGROUND AND THERE WERE
WHAT I CONSIDERED TO BE NATURAL CONFLICTS.
THE COURT: YOU HAD TROUBLE WITH HIM?
THE WITNESS: WE DISAGREED.
THE COURT: YES. AS TO HOW TO GO ABOUT THE JOB, IS
THAT WHAT YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT?
THE WITNESS: YES, I DID NOT PERCEIVE IT AS PERSONAL
CONFLICTS. THEY WERE DISAGREEMENTS.
THE COURT: RIGHT. SO THAT WAS AT PROJECT INTEGRITY,
WAS IT?
THE WITNESS: I KNOW OF NO DIFFICULTIES WITH THE
STAFF ON THE CONVERSION ASSISTANCE PROJECT. I MAY ALSO HAVE
BEEN UNCLEAR, YOUR HONOR, WITH REGARD TO WHERE THE CONFLICT
COMES IN THE SYSTEMS JOB. WHEN YOU WORK WITH A CLIENT THERE




























THE COURT: I UNDERSTAND THAT.
THE WITNESS: BUT THE PROJECT TEAM HAS CONFLICT
BECAUSE THERE S ALWAYS A DIFFERENCE OF VIEWS ABOUT WHAT CHANGE
TO MAKE.
THE COURT: WELL, YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT PROFESSIONAL
DIFFICULTIES AS TO WHAT TO RECOMMEND.
THE WITNESS: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: TO THE CLIENT.
THE WITNESS: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: YES. THAT'S EVEN BEEN KNOWN TO HAf PEN IN ¬
LAW .
MR. HELLER: I'M GOING TO OWN UP TO IT MYSELF TODAY.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q LET ME ASK YOU, MISS HOPKINS, IN YOUR DEALING WITH
MR. COLBERG SINCE YOU SAY THERE WERE TIMES WHEN YOU DIDN'T GET
ALONG WELL, DID THOSE DIFFERENCES RIPEN TO THE POINT WHERE YOU
WERE UNABLE OR UNWILLING, EITHER OF YOU, TO WORK WITH EACH OTHER?
A WE WORKED WITH -- WE WORKED TOGETHER ON LATER WORK AT
THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE. MR. COLBERG AND I BOTH UNDERSTAND
THAT THE OBJECTIVE IS TO GET THE JOB DONE.
Q  R. COLBERG LATER BECAME A PARTNER, DID HE NOT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q DID MR. COLBERG DURING THIS PERIOD, THIS PROJECT



























THAT HE THOUGHT YOU   ERE AN UNUSUALLY DIFFICULT OR IMPOSSIBLE
PERSON TO GET ALONG WITH AND WORK WITH?
A NOT THAT I RECALL.
Q ALL RIGHT. DID MR. KRULWICH, WHO WAS THE PARTNER
OVERSEEING THE TWO OF YOU, COME DOWN ON YOU AND SAY THAT YOUR
DEALINGS WITH TOM COLBERG HAVE CAUSED A REAL PROBLEM FOR YOU?
OR ANYTHING LIKE THAT? I DON'T MEAN TO RESTRICT THAT
PARTICULARLY, BUT JUST THAT KIND OF A CRITICISM?
A NO.
q AND YOU WERE SAYING, IF I UNDERSTOOD YOU CORRECTLY,
ON THE CONVERSION ASSISTANCE PROJECT THAT SOME OF THE TENSION
COMES FROM INTRODUCING CHANGE THAT ARISES WITHIN   AROSE
WITHIN THE PRICE WATERHOUSE STAFF ITSELF, IS THAT CORRECT?
A SURE.
Q AND THAT'S BEEN TRUE IN OTHER PROJECTS YOU WORKED ON
FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE, IS THAT CORRECT?
A EVERY PROJECT I'VE WORKED ON FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE.
Q WE'RE GOING TO GET TO SOME BIGGER AND HARDER ONES,
I'M SURE OF THAT. ALL RIGHT. NOW, WHAT WAS THE NEXT JOB YOU
WERE GIVEN AT PRICE WATERHOUSE AND WHEN DID IT BEGIN?
A THE NEXT MAJOR ACTIVITY AFTER THE CONVERSION
ASSISTANCE PROJECT WAS TO DEVELOP A COMPETITIVE PROPOSAL FOR
PRICE WATERHOUSE TO SUBMIT TO THE UNITED STATES DEPART ENT OF
STATE FOR THE EARLY STAGES OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF A NEW FINAN¬




























SOMETIMES  YOUR HONOR, THIS HAS BEEN REFERRED TO AS
FMS-1. I'M TRYING TO GET AWAY FROM THE SHORTHAND AS MUCH AS
POSSIBLE.
BUT IN THAT FIRST STAGE OF THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM WHEN AND HOW DID YOU FIRST GET INVOLVED WITH IT?
A I SPENT FROM DECEMBER, POSSIBLY JANUARY INTO FEBRUARY
DEVELOPING THE PROPOSAL FOR THE  ORK TO BE DONE RELATED TO
THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. THE PROPOSAL FOR FMS-1, THE
PROPOSAL WAS SUBMITTED, AS I RECALL, ON FEBRUARY 19, 1980.
Q BEFORE YOU GET TO THAT, HOW HAD YOU GOTTEN INVOLVED
IN DEVELOPING THE PROPOSAL?
A I HAD BEEN COMMUTING TO ALBUQUERQUE ON THE CONVERSION
ASSISTANCE PROJECT AND THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS I BELIEVE
LANDED IN MY IN-BASKET WITH A NOTE ON IT FROM   I BELIEVE IT
WAS WILL DE NAMBREAU (SPELLED PHONETICALLY) SAYING SOMETHING
ALONG THE LINES OF "ANY INTEREST." I READ THE REQUEST FOR
PROPOSALS FLYING BACK AND FORTH TO ALBUQUERQUE. I WENT INTO
TOM BEYER'S OFFICE AND ASKED HIM IF I   I ASKED HIM IF I
COULD HAVE -- IF I COULD WRITE THE PROPOSAL. I THOUGHT THIS
WAS TARGETED SPECIFICALLY ENOUGH SO WE HAD A REASONABLE CHANCE
AT IT. TOM INDICATED THAT --- I THINK HE AND BEN WARDER HAD
BEEN OVER TO THE DEPARTMENT ON EARLIER OCCASIONS THAT FALL TO
TALK TO I BELIEVE IT WAS MR. DAN WADE ON THE SUBJECT.






























MR. BEYER IS THE PARTNER IN CHARGE OF THE OFFICE OF
.NT SERVICES AT PRICE WATERHOUSE IN WASHINGTON.
Q YOU STARTED OFF WITH MR. ROSCOE HAGER. WHEN DID
. BEYER REPLACE HIM?
A I BELIEVE THAT OFFICIALLY MR. BEYER BECAME THE
PARTNER IN CHARGE OF OGS IN JULY OF 1979.
Q ALL RIGHT. IS MR. BEYER SITTING HERE IN THE COURT-




Q YOU'RE POINTING TO THE FIRST PERSON AT THE DEFENSE
TABLE. YOUR HONOR, THAT'S MR. BEYER.
A IT MAY HAVE BEEN 1980.
Q ALL RIGHT.
A NO, IT WAS 1979.
Q AND YOU FASHIONED THE PROPOSAL FOR THE FIRST STAGE
OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR THE STATE DEPARTMENT IN THE
EARLY -- IN THE FIRST MONTHS OF 1980, IS THAT CORRECT?
A THAT'S RIGHT. I WAS THE PROJECT MANAGER RESPONSIBLE
FOR GETTING IT DONE.
Q AND WHO WORKED WITH YOU ON THAT PROPOSAL?
A THERE WERE A NUMBER OF PEOPLE. MR. BEYER WAS THE



























THE SERVICES OF A GENTLEMAN NAMED LARRY DUPRE WHO HAD FORMERLY
BEEN WITH THE BUREAU OF ADMINISTRATION AT THE DEPARTMENT OF
STATE TO HELP IN DRAFTING WHAT IS CALLED THE UNDERSTANDING OF
THE PROBLEM SECTION, I USE THAT IN QUOTES, PROJECT PROPOSAL.
THERE WERE VIRTUALLY NO STAFF AVAILABLE IN THE OFFICE OF
GOVERNMENT SERVICES TO WRITE THE PROPOSAL. HAL YOUNG, WHO
HAD BEEN WITH PRICE WATERHOUSE AND WHOSE CONTRACT WAS NOT
RENEWED WAS BROUGHT BACK ON AN HOURLY RATE BASIS TO HELP WITH
THE PROPOSAL. JIM WHELAN FROM THE OFFICE OF -- FROM THE
BOSTON OFFICE CAME DOWN TO WORK ON PARTS OF THE PROPOSAL.
0 NOW, WHAT WAS MR. WHELAN'S STATUS AT THE TIME?
A MR. WHELAN WAS A PARTNER IN THE BOSTON OFFICE.
Q SO THIS WAS AN INCIDENCE OF A PARTNER WHO WAS GOING
TO WORK IN A TEAM THAT YOU HEADED, IS THAT CORRECT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q YOU  ENTIONED MR. BEN WARDER, AND I DID START TO
ASK YOU ABOUT HIM. WHO WAS MR. BEN WARDER?
A  R. WARDER IS A PARTNER IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES.
Q WHAT WAS HIS RELATIONSHIP TO THE FIRST STAGE OF THIS
FINANCIAL MANAGE ENT SERVICES PROJECT?
A HE WAS THE PARTNER WHO -- HE WAS THE PARTNER IN
CHARGE OF THE PROJECT AT THE BEGINNING OF WHAT WE REFER TO
AS FMS-1.



























PROPOSALS ON THIS FIRST STAGE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT?
A I BELIEVE THERE WERE EITHER TEN OR ELEVEN PROPOSALS
SUBMITTED TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT.
Q WHAT DID THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL STATE WOULD BE THE
OUTCOME OF THAT COMPETITION?
A IN THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE
STATED ITS INTENTION TO AWARD CONTRACTS TO TWO BIDDERS. AND
THAT THOSE TWO BIDDERS OVER A PERIOD OF 18  ONTHS OR SO WOULD
DEVELOP FOUR END PRODUCTS EACH AND THAT EACH OF THE END PRO¬
DUCTS WOULD BE EVALUATED, THAT THE DEPARTMENT WOULD PICK THE
BEST OF BOTH END PRODUCTS AT EACH POINT AND THAT THE FINAL END
PRODUCT OF THE EFFORTS OF THESE TWO CONTRACTORS WOULD BE A
PROPOSAL TO IMPLE ENT THE DEPARTMENT'S APPROVED CONCEPT AND
DESIGN FOR ITS COMPUTER SYSTEM. IT'S REFERRED TO AS A FLY OFF.
TWO CONTRACTORS DO THE DESIGN AND THEN THEY PICK THE PLANE THAT
FLIES THE BEST, AND THAT'S THE ONE THAT BUILDS ALL THE AIR¬
PLANES OR IN THIS CASE INSTALLS THE SYSTEM.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND PRICE WATERHOUSE SUB ITTED A PROPOSAL,
YOU SAID ABOUT TEN OTHER FIRMS DID THAT, AND WHO WERE THE TWO
FIRMS SELECTED TO DO THE FLY OFF? THAT IS, TO PREPARE THE
FOUR END PRODUCTS FOR THAT STAGE, INCLUDING THE SYSTEM DESIGN
OR THE PROPOSAL FOR THE FINAL ACTUAL FINANCIAL SYSTEM?
A THE TWO BIDDERS THAT WERE SELECTED WERE PRICE
WATERHOUSE AND AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS, INC.



























HOUSE WAS ONE OF THE TWO AWARD RECEIVERS?
A THE PROJECT BEGAN IN MAY OF 1980 AND CONTINUED UNTIL
FEBRUARY 25, 1982 WITH THE SUBMISSION OF THE PROPOSAL TO
IMPLEMENT THE NEW FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR THE DEPART¬
MENT OF STATE.
Q DO YOU RECALL APPROXIMATELY HOW MUCH MONEY WAS IN
THAT FIRST STAGE CONTRACT FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE?
A TO THE BEST OF MY RECOLLECTION THE CLIENT -- THERE
WERE 23 HOURS   23,000 HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICES INVOLVED,
AND THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE PAID PRICE  ATERHOUSE APPROXIMATELY
1.2 MILLION DOLLARS.
Q AND A ERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS I ASSUME HAD A
ROUGHLY SIMILAR KIND OF CONTRACT?
A IT HAD ROUGHLY SIMILAR CONTRACTS, ROUGHLY SIMILAR
HOURS, ROUGHLY SIMILAR RATES AND ROUGHLY SIMILAR FEES.
Q ALL RIGHT. YOU SAID THERE WERE FOUR END CO PONENTS
OR FOU  END PRODUCTS IN THIS FIRST STAGE. WHAT WERE THEY?
A THE FIRST END PRODUCT WAS REFERRED TO AS USER REQUIRE¬
MENTS. IT REPRESENTS FROM THE USER'S PERSPECTIVE A DESCRIPTION
OF THOSE THINGS THAT THE NEW FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM SHOULC
DO. THE SECOND E D PRODUCT IS REFERRED TO AS THE   EITHER
THE CONCEPTUAL DESIGN OR THE DESIGN CONCEPT, WHICH ANSWERS
BROAD QUESTIONS ABOUT THE RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS AND THE FUNC¬
TIONS OF THE NEW SYSTEM. BASICALLY, WHAT KIND OF ORGANIZATION



























AND WHAT KIND OF FUNCTIONS SHOULD WE SPREAD AROUND THE
RLD. THE THIRD END PRODUCT WAS TO THE FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS
ICH IS A MORE DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS
j|-I T HAD TO BE PERFORMED BY THAT SYSTEM. EVERYWHERE THAT
SYSTEM IS IN OPERATION. THE FINAL OR THE FOURTH END PRODUCT
WAS TO BE A PROPOSAL TO IMPLEMENT THE DEPARTMENT'S APPROVED
VERSION OF THE SYSTEM DESCRIBED BY THOSE THREE PREVIOUS END
PRODUCTS.
Q AND THAT'S THE PROPOSAL FOR WHAT'S SOMETI ES BEEN
CALLED FMS-2 OR THE SECOND STAGE OF THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM, IS THAT CORRECT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q NOW, WITHIN THE TIMEFRAME THAT YOU'VE GIVEN FOR THE
FIRST STAGE WERE THERE SUB-TIMEFRAMES FOR THOSE FOUR END
PRODUCTS?
A YES. AS I RECALL, THE PROJECT BEGAN IN MAY OF 1980.
THE COURT: AREN'T YOU GETTING INTO AN AWFUL LOT OF
DETAIL WHEN IT SEEMS TO ME THERE'S NO DISPUTE ABOUT ALL THIS?
THAT IT WAS A GOOD JOB AND BROUGHT IN A LOT OF MONEY? IT WAS
A FINE THING. SO WHAT'S THE POINT OF MY SITTING AND LISTENING
TO IT?
MR. HELLER: I WON'T TAKE ANY LONGER ABOUT THAT,
YOUR HONOR. I WANTED TO GET TO THE STAFF.
BY MR. HELLER:




























A I WAS THE PROJECT MANAGER FOR THE ENTIRE EFFORT.
Q UNDER A PARTNER, WHO WAS IN THE FIRST PLACE, BEN WARDER,
S THAT CORRECT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: AND HOW MANY PEOPLE WERE ON THE STAFF?
THE WITNESS: IT VARIED, DEPENDING ON WHAT PIECE OF
'HE WORK WE WERE DOING. HOWEVER, IT RANGED FROM FOUR OR FIVE
'0 APPROXIMATELY TWELVE.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW --
THE COURT: NOW, WHAT KINDS OF STAFF ARE WE TALKING
\BOUT? WERE THEY COMPUTER WIZARDS OR SECRETARIES OR WHAT WERE
FHEY?
THE WITNESS: IN THE INITIAL PHASES -- IN THE BEGINNING
>F THE PROJECT THERE WAS A SMALL STAFF AND IT CONSISTED OF TWO
ONSULTANTS WHO WERE LATER PROMOTED TO MANAGERS.
THE COURT: I DON'T UNDERSTAND WHAT A C0NSULT r T5T~
fOU SEE, ANYBODY WHO REALLY HAS ANY SKILL IN WASHINGTON IS A
ONSULTANT. I WANT TO KNOW WHAT WERE THESE PEOPLE, WHAT KIND
}F PEOPLE WERE THEY? HOW OLD WERE THEY? WHAT DID THEY DO?
rtHAT DID THEY PROFESS TO BE ABLE TO DO. I'  NOT BEING CRITICAL
BUT YOU'VE GOT TO GET ME IN THE ATMOSPHERE OF THIS. I DON'T
UNDERSTAND WHAT A STAFF IS UNLESS SOMEBODY TELLS ME.



























ALL COLLEGE EDUCATED. IN SOME INSTANCES MASTER'S DEGREE
EDUCATED.
THE COURT: THEY WERE EITHER MANAGEMENT OR ACCOUNTING
TYPES?
THE WITNESS: SOME OF THEM WERE MANAGEMENT TYPES, SOME
OF THEM WERE ACCOUNTING TYPES AND SOME OF THEM WERE COMPUTER
TYPES. IN THE BEGINNING THERE WAS A MANAGEMENT TYPE NAMED
PAT BOWMAN WHOSE EXPERTISE TENDED TO BE IN BUDGET, IN FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT BUDGET.
THE COURT: WERE ANY OF THEM WOMEN?
THE WITNESS: PAT BOWMAN WAS A WOMAN. THERE WAS
ALSO ANOTHER WOMAN NAMED KAREN NOLD WHO WAS A MORE TECHNICALLY
ORIENTED PERSON.
THE COURT: SO THEY WERE MOSTLY MEN BUT SOME WOMEN.
ON THE STAFF I'M TAL ING ABOUT.
THE WITNESS: WELL, ACTUALLY IN THE BEGINNING THE
PEOPLE WHO WORKED ON THE STAFF FOR ME WERE ALL WOMEN.
THE COURT: ALL WOMEN.
THE WITNESS: RIGHT. PAT BOWMAN, KAREN NOLD. THEN
CAME MARK JONES, WHO WAS A MALE. MARK JONES WAS AN ACCOUNTING
TYPE. AS THE -- MARK JONES WAS SUBSEQUENTLY -- WHEN HE LEFT
THE PROJECT A WOMAN NAMED MARJORIE GELLER CAME TO WORK ON THE
PROJECT. THE PROJECT TOWARD THE   IN ITS LATER END PRODUCT
WHEN WE WERE DESIGNING THE CONCEPTUAL DESIGN, THE PROJECT GOT



























AREA IS, I THINK, AN ACKNOWLEDGED STRENGTH OF PRICE WATERHOUSE,
WHEN YOU GET INTO SOMEWHAT MORE TECHNICAL AREAS THAT IS AN
ACKNOWLEDGED STRENGTH OF AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS, SO
WHEREAS IN THE FIRST END PRODUCT THE PRICE WATERHOUSE TEAM WAS
MORE FAVORABLY ACCEPTED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE, WHEN WE
GOT TO THE DESIGN CONCEPT WHICH DEALT WITH A LOT OF VERY
TECHNICAL HARDWARE-SOFTWARE KINDS OF MISSIONS THE ADVANTAGE
SHIFTED TO AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS. AT THAT TIME A NUMBER
OF OTHER PEOPLE WHO WERE MORE DATA PROCESSING OR MORE ACCOUNT¬
ING OR MORE TECHNICALLY ORIENTED IN THE AREA THAT WE NEEDED
SOME SUPPORT, MR. EDWIN "NICK" HOMER, NICK HOMER WAS BROUGHT IN
FROM CALIFORNIA, MR. STEVEN HIGGINS WAS BROUGHT DOWN FROM THE
NATIONAL OFFICE, TOM COLBERG CAME BACK, CAME ON TO THE FMS
PROJECT, CAME ON TO FMS-1 PROJECT TO HEAD UP A GROUP OF PEOPLE
LOOKING FOR THE FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS IN THE BUDGETING AREA.
KAREN NOLD WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR DEFINING THE FUNCTIONAL REQUIRE¬
MENTS IN THE AREA RELATING TO TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS RELATING
TO ACCOUNTING AND PROPERTY SYSTEMS.
THE COURT: SO THAT THE STAFF   THEY WERE ALL
PROFESSION LS, THEY WERE ALL WELL EDUCATED. THEY TENDED TO BE
TRAINED IN TECHNICAL DISCIPLINES, BUT GOVERNMENT BUDGET
ANALYSIS IS A TECHNICAL DISCIPLINE IN THE TERMS OF HOW I USE
THAT TERM, SO --
BY MR. HELLER:




























A THE AGE ASSORTMENT. I WOULD SAY THEY WERE ALL YOUNGER
THAN I. ALL OF THE STAFF WERE YOUNGER THAN I.
Q ALL RIGHT.
NOW, THE REASON I WENT INTO THE SEGMENTS OF THIS,
YOUR HONOR, WAS THEIR TENSION WITH THE TIMETABLES OF THIS?
WERE THERE TIME PRESSURES ON YOU IN THIS PROJECT?
A SURE. IT WAS AN EXTREMELY TENSE PROJECT. THERE WAS
A TREMENDOUS CARROT, IF YOU WILL, ASSOCIATED WITH WINNING THE
COMPETITITVE FLY OFF.
Q COULD YOU FORESEE AT THAT TIME WHAT KIND OF MONEY
WAS INVOLVED FOR THE WINNER OF THE SECOND STAGE CONTRACT?
A IT¦WAS AT LEAST TEN MILLION.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND WERE THERE ANY COMPARABLE PROJECTS
BEING DONE AT THAT TIME WITHIN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICE
A NO. BUT IN ANY EVENT YOU ASKED ABOUT PRESSURE AND
TENSION. THERE WERE TWO CONTRACTORS. I THINK  E WOUND UP
VISITING 20 OR 30 FOREIGN SERVICE POSTS OVERSEAS. WE HAD TO
GO AROUND THE WORLD. EVERYWHERE WE WENT THE OTHER CONTRACTOR
WENT. THERE WERE TREMENDOUS INCENTIVES TO WIN. THERE WERE
END PRODUCTS TO DO PERIODICALLY AND THERE WAS NO OPTION REALLY
CALLED SLIPPING DATES WITH   UNLESS THE OTHER CONTRACTOR WAS
GOING TO SLIP THOSE DATES TOO. IT WAS A VERY DIFFICULT SITUA¬
TION.



























THESE EMBASSIES IN LARGE NUMBERS?
A SURE. AS I SAID, WE WENT TO 20 OR SO POSTS FROM
MOSCOW TO MALAYSIA. WE HAD TO DEAL WITH DEPUTY CHIEFS OF
A MISSION, POLITICAL OFFICERS, ECONOMIC OFFICERS, FOREIGN
SERVICE NATIONAL CLERKS AT THE 3-  LEVEL, SOME OF THEM WHO
DIDN'T SPEAK ENGLISH. WE WENT TO DIPLOMATIC RECEPTIONS AND
STOOD IN THE RECEIVING LINES AND ALSO WORKED WITH THE STAFF
ON OPERATIONAL MATTERS.
THE COURT: DID YOU TRAVEL AROUND THE WORLD AT ALL
YOURSELF OR ARE YOU BASED HERE?
THE WITNESS: YES, YOUR HONOR, I BELIEVE I WENT TO
23 POSTS.
THE COURT: AND IN MOST OF THOSE POSTS WERE THERE
PRICE WATERHOUSE SO-CALLED OFFICES?
THE WITNESS: IN MANY OF THEM THERE WERE PRICE
WATERHOUSE OFFICES.
THE COURT: AND DID YOU HAVE TO COORDINATE WHEN YOU
WENT TO THOSE OFFICES WITH THE LOCAL PRICE WATERHOUSE TYPES
OR DID YOU JUST GO IN ON YOUR OWN WORK AND GO AHEAD?
THE  ITNESS: I WAS NOT OBLIGED TO COORDINATE WITH
THE PRICE WATERHOUSE TYPES BUT IN TERMS OF A LONG TERM
TACTICAL AND STRATEGIC SITUATION IF THERE WAS A PRICE WATER-
HOUSE OFFICE WE WOULD GET WITH THAT OFFICE AND ASK THEM TO
BRING ONE OR MORE REPRESENTATIVE MEMBERS OF THE STAFF AND




























THE COURT: SO EVEN THOUGH YOU ENDED UP WITH THE
JOB YOU ALREADY ESTABLISHED SOME KIND OF CONTACT WITH THESE
LOCATIONS?
THE WITNESS: YES. I THINK, HOWEVER, THE MAIN PURPOSE
AS TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THE FIRM DID HAVE PRESENCE IN THAT
AREA AND COULD SUPPORT THE DEPARTMENT  ORLDWIDE.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q IN YOUR DEALINGS WITH STATE DEPARTMENT PEOPLE DID
YOU HAVE TO GET INVOLVED IN FORMAL FUNCTIONS AS WELL AS THE
ORKING CONTACT RELATIONSHIPS?
A SURE, SURE.
Q NOW, THROUGH ALL OF THIS TIME, LET  E START WITH THE
STATE DEPARTMENT PEOPLE, DID YOU PERSONALLY HAVE ANY RUN INS
OR ANY KIND OF FRICTION IN WHICH THE CLIENT, THE STATE DEPART¬
MENT OR ANY OF THE PEOPLE THAT YOU DEALT  ITH FOR THEM CRITICIZ
YOUR PERFORMANCE OR GOT INTO A REAL DONNYBROOK WITH YOU?
A NOT REALLY.
Q IN YOUR DEALINGS WITH THE INTERNATIONAL FIRMS'OF
PRICE WATERHOUSE'S VARIOUS POSTS AROUND THE WORLD IN THE
CITIES YOU WERE VISITING, DID YOU HAVE ANY CONFLICT OR
FRICTION WITH THE PEOPLE IN THOSE POSTS?
A NOT REALLY.
Q NOW, COMING TO YOUR STAFF, THE PROJECT STAFF -- WELL,




























A NO, HE DID NOT.
Q HOW DID YOU LEARN ABOUT THAT?
A I M NOT SURE OF THE EXACT SEQUENCE OF EVENTS BUT THE
ROJECT TEAM WENT TO EUROPE AND WAS GONE FOUR TO FIVE WEEKS
\ D WHEN WE RETURNED MR. BEYER TOLD ME THAT HE WAS GOING TO BE
IHE PARTNER ON THE PROJECT AND MR. WARDER WASN'T GOING TO BE.
Q DID MR. BEYER EXPLAIN TO YOU WHY THE CHANGE HAD BEEN
¦lADF ?
A I DON'T THINK SO.
Q DID HE IN ANY WAY IMPLY THAT YOU HAD ANY RESPONSIBIL 
FOR THAT CHANGE, THAT YOUR CONDUCT DID?
A NO.
Q NOW, COMING TO THE STAFF, THE PEOPLE YOU DESCRIBED
FOR JUDGE GESELL, WHAT WERE YOUR RELATIONS WITH THEM?
A I WOULD SAY THEY WERE GOOD. WE HAD SEVERAL MAJOR
END PRODUCTS DUE AND WHENEVER AN END PRODUCT IS DUE YOU WIND
UP WITH A LOT OF PRESSURE TO PERFORM AND THINGS LIKE THAT, AND
THERE ARE SQUABBLES, DISAGREEMENTS, TEMPERS GET SHORT, BUT
NOTHING AT ALL UNUSUAL.
Q DID ANYBODY EVER FIGURATIVELY FLING DOWN THEIR PEN
AND LEAVE BECAUSE THEY COULDN'T DEAL WITH YOU?
A NO. I'M SURE AT TIMES SOME PEOPLE GOT IRRITATED AND
THE LAWYERS SHOUTED AND DISAGREED, BUT THE TEAM FUNCTIONED AS



























Q DO YOU RECALL HOW MANY HOURS YOU PERSONALLY WORKED
DURING THAT YEAR?
A NO, BUT IT WAS PROBABLY ON THE ORDER OF 2000 OR 2400.
Q ALL RIGHT. SO YOU PRETTY MUCH WORKED AROUND THE
CLOCK OR THE EQUIVALENT OF AROUND THE CLOCK WORK? FULL WORK
WEEK ON THIS ONE?
A SURE, AND I DON'T THINK THAT'S PARTICULARLY TRUE OF
JUST ME. I THINK THE WHOLE PROJECT TEAM TENDED TO WORK FROM
EIGHT OR SO IN THE MORNING UNTIL LATE AT NIGHT QUITE CONSISTENT
AND ON WEEK-ENDS OR OTHER TIMES WHEN IT WAS REQUIRED.
Q HOW MUCH OF THIS TIME DID YOU SPEND IN TRAVEL, DO
YOU RECALL?
A THE PROJECT TEAM MADE ONE TRIP TO ASIA AND I BELIEVE
WE WERE GONE FIVE WEEKS. WE WENT TO A NUMBER OF PLACES IN
ASIA. THE PROJECT TEAM MADE ANOTHER TRIP TO EUROPE AND IT
ALSO INCLUDED SOME FORAYS INTO AFRICA AND SOUTH AMERICA AND
I BELIEVE, DEPENDING ON  HICH PROJECT TEAM YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT,
THE LENGTH OF THE TRIPS VARIED FROM THREE TO FIVE WEEKS.
Q WHO WAS -- WHAT WAS THE TITLE OF THE PRINCIPAL
OFFICERS OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT THAT YOU DEALT WITH IN THE
PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT?
A FOR DAY TO DAY OPERATIONAL MATTERS WE DEALT WITH A
PERSON WHOSE TITLE WAS THE CONTRACTING OFFICER'S TECHNICAL
REPRESENTATIVE.



























HELD THAT POSITION CHANGE DURING THE PROJECT?
A I THINK IT CHANGED FOUR TIMES. IT MAY HAVE BEEN
FIVE. THE CONTINUITY OF THE PROJECT WAS REALLY REPRESENTED
IN TERMS OF TWO PEOPLE, MR. ROGER FELDMAN AND MR. HOWARD RENMAN,
WHO IS THE CURRENT PROJECT OFFICER'S REPRESENTATIVE ON THE
ONGOING FMS SYSTEMS JOB WHICH WE ARE REFERRING TO NOW AS FMS-2.
Q NOW, IN TERMS OF THE TENSION AND THE SE SE OF
COMPETITIVENESS, WERE THERE AREAS IN WHICH YOU PERCEIVED THAT
AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS WAS STRONGER INITIALLY THAN PRICE
WATERHOUSE?
Q SURELY. IF I HAD TO CONTRAST THE TWO FIRMS I WOULD
SAY THAT PRICE WATERHOUSE DEFINITELY HAD THE EDGE IN TERMS OF
BEING USER EDGE AND PROCEDURE EDGE AND TRAINER ORIENTED IN
TERMS OF THE STAFF THAT WAS ON THAT PROJECT, AND AMS HAS A
FAIRLY OUTSTANDING REPUTATION IN WASHINGTON FOR BEING
TECHNICALLY ORIENTED AND I MEAN BY THAT DATA PROCESSING
TECHNICALLY ORIENTED.
Q DID YOU EVER HEAR FROM EITHER OF THE TWO PARTNERS
IN CHARGE OF THIS PROJECT, MR. WARDER OR MR. BEYER, THAT YOUR
MANNER OF DEALING WITH YOUR STAFF OR DEALING WITH THEM WAS
CAUSING TENSION OR FRICTION?
A NOT THAT I KNOW OF. THERE MAY HAVE BEEN INSTANCES IN
WHICH SOMEBODY RUBBED SOMEONE THE WRONG WAY BUT NOTHING OF
ANY LONGSTANDING DURATION.



























MANAGEMENT STAGE ONE, THAT IS, THE FLY OFF?
A THE RESULT OF IT WAS THAT PRICE WATERHOUSE WON THE
OPPORTUNITY TO DEVELOP, IMPLEMENT AND INSTALL A FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM WORLDWIDE FOR THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND THAT
CONTRACT HAS BEEN VALUED AT THIRTY, FORTY OR FIFTY MILLION
DOLLARS OVER A THREE, FOUR, FIVE, SIX ONGOING YEAR TIMEFRAME.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, I THINK YOU SAID THE FOURTH COMPONENT
OF THIS FIRST STAGE PROJECT WAS THE FASHIONING OF THE PROPOSAL
FOR THE SECOND STAGE, IS THAT CORRECT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q AND THAT'S WHAT WAS AWARDED TO PRICE WATERHOUSE. DO
YOU RECALL WHEN IT WAS AWARDED? I THINK YOU SAID EARLY 1982.
A THE PROPOSAL WAS SUBMITTED, IF I RECALL, ON THE 25TH
OF FEBRUARY, 1982. I BELIEVE THE CONTRACT WAS AWARDED ON
MARCH 23RD OR 24TH OF 1982 .
Q MR. BEYER WAS AT THAT TIME STILL THE PARTNER IN
CHARGE, HAVING REPLACED MR. WARDER?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q DID YOU HAVE ANY DISCUSSIONS WITH MR. BEYER ABOUT
WHO WOULD PERFORM THIS SECOND STAGE?
A WHEN WE WERE WRITING THE PROPOSAL MR. BEYER TOLD
ME THAT HE EXPECTED THE PROPOSAL TO BE -- THAT I WOULD NOT BE
THE PROPOSED PROJECT MANAGER AND THAT I SHOULD WRITE MYSELF
INTO SOME KIND OF PROJECT COORDINATION TRANSITION ROLE BECAUSE



























PART -- FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD BE A PARTNER IN THE
FIRM.
Q DID YOU HAVE ANY DISCUSSIONS  ITH HIM ABOUT WHO THAT
PARTNER SHOULD BE? JUST AS SUGGESTIONS?
A YES. IF I RECALL, MR. BEYER INITIALLY SUGGESTED
MR. G. HUNTER JONES AS A POSSIBILITY AS A PROJECT MANAGER AND
ASKED MY VIEWS. I TOLD HIM THAT I DIDN'T THIN  THAT MR. JONES
WOULD SELL IN THE SENSE THAT I DIDN'T THINK THAT HIS RESUME
WAS THE KIND OF THING THAT THE DEPARTMENT WOULD BE LOOKING FOR.
I THINK WE ALSO DISCUSSED THE POSSIBILITY OF A GENTLEMAN NAMED
JAN WILLIAMS, I THINK. JAN WILLIAMS? I THOUGHT IT WAS
WILLIAMS. I THINK HE WAS THE PARTNER IN CHARGE OF THE NEW
YORK OFFICE. WE DISCUSSED A NUMBER OF NAMES AND I BASICALLY
INDICATED THAT IN MOST OF THEM I EITHER HADN'T SEEN THE RESUMES
OR I DIDN'T THINK THEY WOULD SELL. I SUGGESTED THAT DON
EPELBAUM FROM ST. LOUIS HAD WORKED ON A NUMBER OF THE PROJECTS
THAT WE WERE PROPOSING AS CITATIONS OF THE FIRM'S QUALIFICA¬
TIONS AND THAT HE WOULD BE A SELLABLE   SELLABLE AS A PROJECT
MANAGER ON THAT JOB. HE HAD WORKED ON IT.
Q AND WHO, IN FACT, BECAME THE PARTNER IN CHARGE OF
THIS SECOND STAGE?
A MR. EPELBAUM.
Q WHAT WAS YOUR ROLE IN THE SECOND STAGE? WAS IT
THE TRANSITION THAT MR. BEYER ASKED YOU TO WRITE FOR YOURSELF?



























'•lANAGEMENT SYSTEM WAS AWARDED I HAD NO SUBSTANTIVE ROLE IN
THAT. I WAS AROUND FOR AWHILE. I BRIEFED PEOPLE. I GAVE
DVICE. I HELPED RECUIT. BUT I BASICALLY HAD VERY LITTLE.
Q WHO ARE THE STAFF THAT YOU LEFT ON THE FINANCIAL
ANAGEMENT SERVICES PROJECT FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE AT THE TIME
OU BEGAN TO MOVE OUT AND MR. EPELBAUM BEGAN TO MOVE IN?
A KAREN NOLD HAD WORKED ON ALL FMS-1. SHE HAD GONE ON
O WORK ON FMS-2. STEVE HIGGINS HAD WORKED ON THE LAST,
COUPLE OR THREE MONTHS, FOUR MONTHS, THE ENDING STAGES OF
FMS-1. HE WENT ON TO WORK FOR THE CLIENT ON FMS-2. LARRY
MC CLURE HAD BEEN INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSAL EFFORT. HE WENT
DN TO  ORK ON FMS-1 INITIALLY. SO DID MARJORIE GELLER. SO
DID JOEL GREENBERG, I BELIEVE. PAT BOWMAN, WHO HAD WORKED ON
FMS-1 EVENTUALLY WOUND UP WORKING FOR THE STATE DEPARTMENT ON
FMS-2. THOSE ARE THE ONES THAT COME TO MIND.
Q HAD MR. COLBERG WORKED ON THIS PROPOSAL YOU SAID?
A THANK YOU. MR. COLBERG ALSO WENT ON TO WORK FOR
FMS-2.
THE COURT: DID YOU RECOMMEND MR. EPELBAUM FOR THAT
POSITION OF PROJECT MANAGER IN THESE DISCUSSIONS OR DID YOU
SAY YOU THOUGHT HE WOULD BE GOOD OR BAD OR ANYTHING?
THE WITNESS: YES, SIR. YES, I DID, BUT THE CONTEXT,
THE CONTEXT, YOUR HONOR, WAS ONE OF   THERE WAS A PROPOSAL




























THE COURT: YES. RIGHT.
THE WITNESS: AND A PROPOSAL CONSISTS OF A SET OF
REASONABLY STANDARD PARTS. ONE PART IS CITATIONS OF PREVIOUS
EXPERIENCE. WE DID YOUR JOB. MR. CL I ENT, WE DID SEVEN OTHER
PLACES, AND HERE ARE THE CITATIONS OF EXPERIENCE. THE CITA¬
TIONS ON THIS PROPOSAL WERE ENGAGEMENTS THAT HAD BEEN DONE FOR
THE STATE OF ILLINOIS. I CAN'T REMEMBER THE OTHER. THERE
WERE TWO BASIC ENGAGEMENTS THAT HAD BEEN DONE OUT IN THE
MIDWEST. MR. EPELBAUM HAD BEEN INVOLVED IN BOTH OF THOSE
ENGAGEMENTS. THEY HAD ALSO BEEN CITED ON THE ORIGINAL PROPOSAL
FOR FMS-1 SO THAT MR. EPELBAUM WAS, ON PAPER, THE MOST REASON¬
ABLE CANDIDATE.
THE COURT: YES. AND YOU FELT SO AT THE TIME.
THE  ITNESS: THAT IS CORRECT.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. WELL, NOW, YOU SEE, WHEN HE
AS ASKED ABOUT THIS PARTNERSHIP THEN HE FOUND YOU HIGHLY
INTELLIGENT, AND INNOVATIVE, ARTICULATE, ET CETERA, ET CETERA.
A HARD WOR ER. HE SAYS YOU PLAYED A KEY ROLE IN THIS PROJECT
BUT THEN HE SAID, "AT TIMES, HOWEVER, SHE CAN BE ABRASIVE,
UNDULY HARSH, DIFFICULT TO WORK WITH AND AS A RESULT CAUSES
SIGNIFICANT TURMOIL." NO , WHAT'S HE TALKING ABOUT? DO YOU
KNOW?
THE  ITNESS: I KNOW WHAT I REMEMBER  HAT MR. EPELBAUM




























THE COURT: WELL, I DIDN'T ASK YOU TO AGREE WITH IT.
DO YOU KNOW WHAT HE'S TALKING/BOUT WHEN HE SAYS THAT? DO YOU
HAVE ANY IDEA WHAT HE'S TALKING ABOUT WHEN HE SAYS THAT? I
TAKE IT HE THINKS HIGHLY FAVORABLY OF YOU. YOU DIDN'T OPPOSE
HIM BEING THE PERSON THAT WOULD BE NAMED TO BE THE PROJECT
MANAGER, AND YET HE SAYS YOU'RE NEGATIVE AND YOU CADSEDTURMOIL.
DO YOU KNOW WHAT HE'S TALKING ABOUT?
THE WITNESS: I DON'T CAUSE TURMOIL. I AM NOT
GENERALLY HARSH. HARSH IS NOT A WORD THAT I WOULD APPLY TO
MYSELF. I HAVE ON OCCASION BEEN ABRASIVE BUT I WOULDN'T
CONSIDER MYSELF TO BE ANY MORE ABRASIVE,: THAN OTHERS AT PRICE
WATERHOUSE.
THE COURT: BUT WHAT I'M ASKING YOU I THINK IS I WOULD
HOPE YOU WOULD HAVE BEEN ABRASIVE ON OCCASION AND I  OULD HOPE
YOU   NOBODY LIVES --NOBODY IS PERFECT, AND IF ALL OF PRICE
WATERHOUSE PARTNERS MET ALL OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF EXHIBIT 1
WE'D HAVE A GROUP OF SAINTS ENGAGED IN THE ACCOUNTING BUSINESS.
EVERYBODY'S GOT SOME PROBLEMS, YOU KNOW. WHAT I'M ASKING YOU
IS WHETHER YOU KNOW -- WHAT HE COULD BE TALKING ABOUT THAT
WOULD LEAD HIM TO MAKE THESE STATEMENTS. HE SAYS HE THINKS
YOU SHOULD BE A PARTNER. HE VOTES FOR YOU. THAT'S ONE REASON
I'M BRINGING THAT UP. HE'S NOT AGAINST YOU, YOU SEE, AND HE
SPEAKS VERY HIGHLY OF YOU AND HE VOTES AND SAYS YES, SHE OUGHT
TO BE A PARTNER. BUT THERE MUST HAVE BEEN SOMETHING THAT



























DIFFICULT TO WORK WITH AND CAUSED SIGNIFICANT TURMOIL, AND
I'M WONDERING WHAT THE EPISODE WAS, WHAT THE INCIDENT WAS,
WHAT THE EVENT WAS.
R. HELLER: YOUR HONOR, I DON'T MEAN TO INTERRUPT
HER ANSWER, BUT I THINK THE FACT IS AFTER MR. EPELBAU  SUB¬
MITTED THAT WRITTEN STATEMENT REGARDING HER TOLD THE PARTNER
WHO MADE THE OFFICE VISIT THAT HE IN FACT RECO MENDED HER.
IN OTHER WORDS,  R. EPELBAU  LATER CHANGED HIS POSITION.
THE COURT: WELL, AT LEAST ON THE DOCU ENTS SENT TO
ME IN THE PAPERS HE VOTES YES, BUT IN ANY EVENT, CAN YOU
REMEMBER ANY -- YOU KNOW, PEOPLE FORGET THAT JUDGES DID SOME¬
THING BEFORE THEY BECAME JUDGES, AND I WAS INVOLVED IN A LARGE
PARTNERSHIP. I HAD A LOT TO DO WITH A LARGE PARTNERSHIP. AND
WHEN I USED TO HEAR COMMENTS LIKE THIS ABOUT PARTNERSHIP
PERSONS ON CONSIDERATION I WOULD ALWAYS SAY GIVE ME A FOR
INSTANCE. AND WHAT I'M REALLY ASKING YOU IS CAN YOU THINK OF
THE FOR INSTANCE THAT WOULD HAVE CAUSED HIM TO HAVE THESE  
STATE THESE VIEWS? I'M NOT SAYING HE WAS RIGHT AND YOU WERE
WRONG. DO YOU UNDERSTAND WHAT I'M TRYING TO SAY?
THE WITNESS: I UNDERSTAND.
THE COURT: I JUST WOULD LIKE TO TAKE THE GENERALITIES
AND FIND OUT WHAT WAS THE OCCASION, IF YOU CAN RECALL, THAT
MIGHT HAVE CAUSED SUCH RATHER UNFRIENDLY COMMENTS.
THE WITNESS: MY IMPRESSION   THIS INFORMATION HAS



























THOUGHT THAT MR. EPELBAUM MADE SOME OF THOSE COMMENTS. I
WOULD, I THINK, PROBABLY CHARACTERIZE SOME OF THIS AS DAMNING
WITH FAINT PRAISE. MR. EPELBAUM -- I DON'T UNDERSTAND THE
PROCEDURE BUT IN HIS DEPOSITION MR. EPELBAUM CITED SOME
EXAMPLES.
THE COURT: NO. I'M ASKING YOU DO YOU KNOW ANYTHING
ABOUT IT?
BY MR. HELLER:
Q DO YOU RECALL, MISS HOPKINS, ANY TIME WHEN MR. EPELBAUM
WAS THERE, DURING THAT OVERLAP, THAT YOU CAUSED OR COULD BE
SAID TO HAVE CAUSED TURMOIL?
A NO.
THE COURT: YOU SEE, IT ISN'T REALLY DAMNING WITH  
NOT TO ARGUE WITH YOU, IT'S NOT DAMNING WITH FAINT PRAISE TO
SAY THAT SOMEBODY IS INNOVATIVE, HIGHLY INTELLIGENT, ARTICULATE
SELF-CONFIDENT, ASSERTIVE, WORKED LONG AND HARD IN A DIFFICULT
ENVIRONMENT, GAINED THE RESPECT OF THE CLIENT, PLAYED A KEY,
UNDERLINED, ROLE IN THE STATE DEPARTMENT CONTRACT. THAT ISN'T
DA NING  ITH FAI T PRAISE. THAT'S PRETTY GOOD STUFF. SO I
WAS TRYING TO FIND OUT WHAT IT WAS THAT -- HOW YOU GOT UNDER
HIS SKIN. WHAT WAS IT THAT HAPPENED? CAN YOU THINK OF ANY¬
THING?
THE WITNESS: IF I GOT UNDER MR. EPELBAUM'S SKIN I
WASN'T AWARE OF IT.




























THE COURT: WHEN YOU FOUND IT IN THE   WHEN IT CAME
UP IN THE COURT MATTER, AS YOU SAY?
THE WITNESS: YES, I WAS VERY SURPRISED.
THE COURT: AND YOU DON'T RECALL ANY PARTICULAR
INCIDENT OR OCCASION THAT COULD HAVE DONE THAT.
THE WITNESS: NO.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q SPECIFICALLY, DID MR. EPELBAUM DURING THIS PERIOD OF
TIME BEFORE YOU WERE PROPOSED FOR PARTNERSHIP OR IN THE FE 
MONTHS AFTER YOU WERE PROPOSED DID MR. EPELBAUM EVER CONFRONT
YOU AND SAY, YOU KNOW, YOU'RE A LITTLE TOO HARSH, YOU'RE A
LITTLE TOO ABRASIVE? ANY  INDS OF COMMENTS THAT REFLECT THE
KIND OF THING THAT THE JUDGE READ TO YOU?
A MR. EPELBAUM COMMENTED TO ME ON A NUMBER OF OCCASIONS
THAT I SHOULD, YOU KNOW, PUT A LITTLE SUGAR ON MY TONGUE.
THAT'S --
THE COURT: WHAT DID YOU THINK HE MEANT BY THAT?
THE WITNESS: I   THE IMPRESSION THAT I HAVE IS THAT
HE   EITHER HE DIDN'T LIKE THE WAY I WOULD SAY SOMETHING OR
DO SOMETHING OR MORE LIKELY THAT SOMEONE ELSE MIGHT NOT LI E
THE WAY   I WAS THERE TO DO SOMETHING, IF I WERE-- I TEND
TO BE CANDID.


























THE WITNESS: YES, I'M HARDDRIVING.
4 5
THE COURT: YES. AND HE WAS SAYING COOL IT, KID. SOR
OF TAKE IT A LITTLE MORE EASY. IS THAT WHAT HE'S SAYING TO YOU?
THE WITNESS: YES.
THE COURT: I'M JUST TRYING TO GET THE ATMOSPHERE.
DO YOU FOLLOW ME?
THE WITNESS: I DIDN'T GET SO MUCH OF A COOL IT KID,
SENSE AS I DID A BE CAREFUL SENSE. I MEAN -- DOES THAT MAKE
SENSE?
BY MR. HELLER:
Q WHAT KIND OF PERSON WAS MR. EPELBAUM IN HIS DEALINGS
ITH YOU? WAS HE A REASONABLY FORMAL PERSON?
A I WOULD SAY NOT.
Q WHAT WAS YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR STAFF? WAS IT
ON A LEVEL OF FORMALITY OR WERE YOU PRETTY MUCH GIVE AND TAKE
WITH IT?
A YOU MEAN IN THE PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT PROCESS?
Q THE FINAL STAFF WHEN YOU LEFT THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
A IT WAS PRETTY INFORMAL. I WOULD OCCASIONALLY GET A
DRAFT OF SOMETHING ON MY DESK AND I CAN REMEMBER ONE DRAFT THAT
I GOT FROM NICK HOMER AND STEVE HIGGINS AND THEY HAD CUT HOLES
IN IT AND TAKEN A BUNCH OF WORD PROCESSING DRAFTS OUT OF THE
TRASH CAN, STACKED IT UP ON THE DESK AND DROPPED IT OFF ABOUT
IDNIGHT AND IT SAID ATTACHED PLEASE FIND FOR YOUR REVIEW OUR



























ADDITIONAL REVISIONS. BUT I THINK THAT WAS THE KIND OF   IT
WAS A VERY HARDWORKING BUNCH OF PEOPLE BUT WHO HAD FUN AND
WHO AGREED AND DISAGREED  BUT DID IT INFORMALLY.
Q DID YOU EVER HAVE ANY PROBLEMS WITH DEADLINES ON THAT
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT STAGE ONE PROJECT?
A I WOULD SAY WE HAD A GREAT DEAL OF DIFFICULTY MEETING
EACH DEADLINE.
Q DID YOU TALK WITH THE STAFF AT ANY TIME ABOUT EXTEND¬
ING THE DEADLINE?
A THE FIRST END PRODUCT, AS I RECALL, WAS DUE SOMETIME
IN JANUARY OR FEBRUARY. I THINK IT WAS DUE IN FEBRUARY. THE
CONTRACT THAT WAS THE USER REQUIREMENT, THE ONE THAT PRICE
ATERHOUSE WAS VIEWED MORE FAVORABLY BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT.
THE CONTRACTING OFFICER CALLED AND SAID THAT THE OTHER
CONTRACTOR HAD REQUESTED AN EXTENSION OF A WEEK. THE CONTRACT¬
ING OFFICER ASKED IF PRICE WATERHOUSE WANTED AN EXTENSION.
I TOLD HIM THAT I'VE HAVE TO GET BACK TO THEM ON THAT OR I
MAY HAVE SAID I DIDN'T THINK WE DID, BUT I'D HAVE TO GET BACK
TO HIM ON THAT. I TALKED WITH -- I'M SURE I WOULD HAVE TALKED
TO MR. BEYER ABOUT THAT. I TALKED TO THE PROJECT TEAM ABOUT
IT, AND HE INDICATED THAT THIS PARTICULAR END PRODUCT SEEMS TO
BE SOMETHING OF A GAME CALLED CHICKEN, AND I THINK WE HAVE
TWO CHOICES. WE CAN EITHER RELUCTANTLY CONSENT TO AN EXTENSION
OF THE SCHEDULE OF A WEEK OR WE CAN DECIDE THAT WE'RE GOING



























TEAM DECIDED THAT IT WOULD BE -- IT WOULD MAKE THE DATE, AND
IT WAS NOT PLEASANT.
Q BUT YOU PUT IT ON TO A VOTE, IN EFFECT?
A YES #
Q NOW, YOU HAD MR. COLBERG AND YOU HAD SOME FRICTION
WITH HIM OR DISAGREEMENTS IN THE PAST. DID THEY CONTINUE
WHILE YOU WERE ON THIS PROJECT?
ACTUALLY I FELT LIKE TOM AND I I FELT LIKE TOM
AND I GOT ALONG PRETTY WELL IN TERMS OF THAT. IN FACT, I
THOUGHT THE WHOLE TEAM GOT ALONG PRETTY WELL. THERE WERE
DIFFERENCES AMONG THE PEOPLE AND IN ANY TEAM YOU DON'T HAVE
THE -- NOT EVERYBODY HAS THE SAME STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
AND THE WHOLE TEAM FOUND THAT TT HAD TO COMPENSTATE FOR THE
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF OTHER PEOPLE, BUT I THOUGHT IT
ORKED VERY EFFECTIVELY. I WILL NEVER FORGET THE EVENING
THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR FMS-2 WAS SUBMITTED, IT MUST HAVE BEEN
TWO IN THE MORNING OR SOMETHING LIKE THAT, LARRY MC CLURE AND
I WERE SITTING UP RE-DOING ALL THE COST FIGURES BECAUSE AS A
LAST MINUTE NEGOTIATION THE OVER RATES CHANGED AND TOM COLBERG
AS STANDING IN THE HALL WITH HIS ARM UP AGAINST THE DOORFRAME,
COLLAR UNDONE, TIE DROOPING, NO COAT, AND HE SAID   HE LOOKED
AWFUL. HE JUST LOOKED BEAT AND HE SAID, WELL, CHIEF, IT LOOKS
TO ME LIKE IT'S TIME FOR THE CAPTAIN TO GO DOWN WITH THE SHIP.
UNLESS YOU HAVE SOMETHING ELSE, I'M GOING TO GO HOME. I WOULD




























Q DID YOU EVER RECEIVE ANY CO MENTS FROM EITHER THE
STAFF OR THE PARTNERS IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES
APART FROM THIS ONE FROM MR. EPELBAUM THAT WAS READ TO YOU AND
WAS MADE LATER, DID YOU AT THE TIME RECEIVE ANY COMMENTS THAT
THE PRESSURES WERE COMING FROM YOU RATHER THAN FROM WHAT NEEDED
TO BE DONE WITHIN THE TIMEFRAME THAT IT HAD TO BE DONE? THAT
YOU WERE THE PROBLEM, YOU WERE CAUSING THE PROBLEMS?
A NO, I DON'T RE EMBER ANY SUCH COM ENTS OR CONVERSA¬
TIONS .
Q WHEN YOU LEFT DID ANYBODY BREATHE AN AUDIBLE SIGH
OF RELIEF OR MAKE A COMMENT TO THE EFFECT, BOY, I'  GLAD YOU'RE
GOING?
A NOT THAT I KNOW OF.
Q ALL RIGHT.
THE COURT: WOULD THIS BE A GOOD TIME TO TAKE OUR
MID-MORNING RECESS? IT'S ELEVEN O'CLOCK.
MR. HELLER: FINE, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. TEN MINUTES.
(BRIEF RECESS)
BY MR. HELLER:
Q MISS HOPKINS, I THINK THE JUDGE AT AN EARLIER TIME
ASKED YOU A QUESTION ABOUT WHEN YOU FIRST HEARD ANY   I'M
NOT SURE I'M STATING IT RIGHT   ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR



























WHAT HAS ALREADY BEEN ADMITTED INTO EVIDENCE AS DEFENDANT'S
EXHIBIT 11 AND ASK YOU IF YOU RECALL THIS.
A YES.
Q WHAT IS THAT?
A THIS IS, I BELIEVE, AN ANNUAL PROCESS AT PRICE
WATERHOUSE WHEREBY A PARTNER WHO MAY OR MAY NOT KNOW   WHO
MAY OR MAY NOT HAVE WORKED WITH AN INDIVIDUAL COLLECTS INFOR¬
MATION FROM PERSONNEL FILES AND FROM OTHER PARTNERS AROUND
THE OFFICE AND COUNSELS THAT INDIVIDUAL, COUNSELS THE
STAFF MEMBER WITH REGARD TO STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES PERCEIVED.
Q WHO IS THE PARTNER IN THE CASE OF THAT EVALUATION
OR THAT COUNSELING?
A THE COUNSELOR WAS MR. FRED LAUGHLIN.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND WAS HE ONE OF THE PARTNERS OF THE
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q WAS HE A PARTNER THAT YOU HAD PERSONALLY WORKED WITH?
A I DON'T BELIEVE I EVER WORKED WITH FRED.
Q DO YOU RECALL THAT COUNSELING SESSION?
A I DO.
Q ALL RIGHT. DO YOU RECALL SIGNING OVER ON THE THIRD
PAGE THAT YOU AGREED WITH THE COMMENTS?
A I DON'T SEE ANY --





























Q ALL RIGHT. DO YOU RECALL THE COUNSELING SESSION
WITH MR. LAUGHLIN?
A I DO .
Q WHAT DID HE SAY TO YOU DURING THE COUNSELING SESSION?
A WE BEGAN BY   WE BEGAN WITH A DISCUSSION OF APPARENT
STRENGTHS AND I TOLD MR. LAUGHLIN THAT I WOULD BE MORE
INTERESTED IN DISCUSSING MY WEAKNESSES, WHICH WAS THE FOCUS
OF THIS. BECAUSE THE EVALUATION ON THIS THING IS A VERY GOOD
EVALUATION AND BASICALLY MY OVERALL RECOLLECTION OF THIS
PARTICULAR COUNSELINGSESSION WAS THAT MR. LAUGHLIN COUNSELED
E TO SOFTEN THE IMAGE, AND IN THAT RESPECT HE COUNSELED ME
TO BE MORE CAREFUL  WITH MY LANGUAGE, BOTH IN TERMS OF   I
THINK HE PROBABLY MEANT TONE OF VOICE, PROFANITY, TO SOME
EXTENT WHAT I SAID AND ALSO IN OTHER INSTANCES HOW I SAID IT.
HE WAS   HE COUNSELED ME BASICALLY TO THINK ABOUT WHAT THE
UDIENCE THAT WILL HEAR WHAT I SAID, WHAT THEIR PERSPECTIVE
HIGHT BE.
Q DID HE GIVE YOU ANY FOR INSTANCES OR CITE ANY
INSTANCES?
A I DON T BELIEVE SO BUT I DON’T RECALL.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND AFTER THAT DID YOU TAKE THAT TO HEART
AND ATTEMPT TO DO WHAT WAS SUGGESTED?
A I TOOK IT TO HEART.



























STAGE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICES PROJECT, IS THAT CORRECT?
A FINANCIAL SYSTEM, YES.
Q THE FINANCIAL SYSTEM PROJECT. ALL RIGHT. NOW  
THE COURT: WELL, IS THIS MEMORANDUM ACCURATE?
BECAUSE HE QUOTES YOU AS AGREEING TO ALL KINDS OF THINGS. IS
IT ACCURATE OR IS IT A MISREPRESENTATION OF WHAT HAPPENED?
THE WITNESS: I HAVE -- LET ME READ IT.
THE COURT: OH, YOU'VE NOT SEEN IT?
THE WITNESS: NO, I HAVE NOT SEEN IT RECENTLY. I HAVE
NO REASON TO BELIEVE, YOUR HONOR, THAT IT'S NOT ACCURATE.
THE COURT: MY POINT IS, YOU SEE, HE SAYS, "WE AGREE,
BOTH FELT, WE DETERMINED THAT IT WOULD BE DESIRABLE THAT,"
THIS KIND OF LANGUAGE ALL THROUGH IT, AND I JUST WANTED TO
KNOW WHETHER THAT'S WHAT REALLY HAPPENED OR WHETHER YOU TOLD
HIM YOU DIDN T AGREE WITH HIM. BECAUSE HE SAYS THAT YOUR
LANGUAGE NEEDS CORRECTION AND NOT JUST INCLUDING MATTERS OF
PROFANITY BUT UNPROFESSIONAL EXPRESSIONS AND THAT YOU WERE TOO
HARSH ON INSECURE MEMBERS OF THE STAFF BY BEING TOO DIRECT,
MOT GIVING CONSIDERATION TO THE -- TO THE PERSONNEL. THAT YOU
<\GREED YOU WOULD ATTEMPT TO BE MORE OBSERVANT, AND SO FORTH.
I JUST WONDERED WHETHER IT'S TRUE.
THE WITNESS: NO, I HAVE NO REASON TO DOUBT THE
CCURACY OF THIS.




























Q DID MR. LAUGHLIN SUBSEQUENTLY SPEAK TO YOU ABOUT
THESE MATTERS?
A I DON T THINK SO. YOU MEAN AFTER THIS?
Q YES. WAS THERE ANY FOLLOW UP WITH HIM.
THE COURT: WELL, THIS WAS  81. YOU MUST HAVE HAD
ANOTHER COUNSELING SESSION AFTER THAT.
THE WITNESS: I'VE HAD OTHER COUNSELING SESSIONS.
I'VE ALSO HAD OTHER PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS.
THE COURT: YES.
THE WITNESS: AND I THINK THAT IN GENERAL TO THE
EXTENT THAT THE COUNSELING SESSIONS AND THE PERFORMANCE EVALUA¬
TIONS HAVE HAD NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES, THOSE NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES
HAVE BEEN RELATED TO MY DEALINGS WITH STAFF OR OTHER PEOPLE,
TYPICALLY STAFF. I DON'T REMEMBER TOO MANY NEGATIVE COMMENTS
WITH REGARD TO MY DEALINGS WITH CLIENTS.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q BUT MY SPECIFIC QUESTION WAS  
THE COURT: NOW, WHEN YOU WERE ASKED BY YOUR COUNSEL
WHETHER YOU TOOK IT TO HEART AND CHANGED YOUR MANNER OF
CONDUCT AND YOUR RESPONSE WAS YOU TOOK IT TO HEART, DOES
THAT MEAN YOU DIDN'T CHANGE YOUR MANNER OF CONDUCT OR YOU DID
CHANGE YOUR MANNER OF CONDUCT?
A I RENEWED MY EFFORTS TO BE SENSITIVE TO THE CARES,
CONCERNS AND WELL BEING OF THE PEOPLE THAT I WORKED WITH. I




























Q YOU THINK OF YOURSELF AS A FAIRLY PLAIN SPOKEN PERSON
WHEN YOU'RE DEALING WITH STAFF?
A IT'S DIFFICULT TO -- WITH MR. LAUGHLIN, MR. LAUGHLIN
WAS DEALING WITH HIS CASUAL VIEWS AND HE WAS DEALING WITH THE
IEWS OF OTHER PEOPLE. IN TERMS OF THE WORK THAT I HAD DONE
IN THE OFFICE I DID HAVE DISAGREEMENTS WITH PEOPLE. THOSE
DISAGREEMENTS WERE OBSERVABLE. I DID MAKE EFFORTS TO KEEP
THE DISAGREEMENTS IN-HOUSE  IF YOU WILL. I DID MAKE EFFORTS
IN THOSE AREAS WHERE I THOUGHT I MIGHT HAVE AN OVERBEARING
IMPACT ON SOMEONE  INADVERTENTLY. I MADE EFFORTS. I MADE AN
TTEMPT TO NOT INTIMIDATE, IF YOU WILL, OR BE OVERBEARING  ITH
LITTLE PEOPLE, IF YOU  ILL, PEOPLE WHO ARE INNOCENT BYSTANDERS
OR PEOPLE WITH WHOM WE HAD CONTACT. AND I TOOK THAT TO HEART.
WHEN I SAY TOOK IT TO HEART AS OPPOSED TO DID WHAT HE SAID,
MR. LAUGHLIN DIDN'T KNOW ME VERY WELL. MR. LAUGHLIN WAS   I
THOUGHT MR. LAUGHLIN WAS WELL INTENDED. HE COULDN'T BE VERY
SPECIFIC. SO I TOOK IT TO HEART IN TERMS OF HOW I FELT WITH
PEOPLE IN THE SITUATIONS THAT I THOUGHT MIGHT BE RELEVANT TO
THE CONVERSATION.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q DID YOU -- DID MR. LAUGHLIN COME BACK TO YOU EVER
LATER ON IN A FOLLOW-UP TO THIS COUNSELING SESSION TO TALK TO
YOU ABOUT THIS?



























Q WHO WAS THE NEXT COUNSELING PARTNER?
A I THINK IT MAY HAVE BEEN -- I'M JUST NOT SURE. I
REMEMBER   I THINK AT ONE POINT I WAS COUNSELED WITH BY
MR. EPELBAUM. I THINK I MAY HAVE BEEN COUNSELED BY MR.
KRULWICH, BUT I CONFUSE THE COUNSELING PROCESS AND THE
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROCESS.
Q ARE THOSE TWO SEPARATE PROCESSES?
A YES. YES, ONE OF THEM IS AN ANNUAL EVENT AND THE
OTHER ONE IS A PERIODIC ONGOING, I BELIEVE, QUARTERLY EVENT.
Q NOW, DURING THIS PERIOD THAT YOU WERE IN CHARGE OF THE
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT OF BOTH STAGES, TRANSITION
ND STAGE 2 AS WELL AS STAGE 1, I TAKE IT YOU AND THE
PROFESSIONAL STAFF WORKING UNDER YOU HAD REPEATED DAILY
CONTAC1 S WITH THE STATE DEPARTMENT PEOPLE, IS THAT CORRECT?
A YES, WITH EACH OTHER AND WITH THE DEPARTMENT.
Q DID THE CONTRACTING OFFICER'S TECHNICAL REPRESENTATIVE
OR ANY
COMMEN1
OTHER STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS EVER COME TO YOU AND
f ON  HAT APPEARED TO BE TO THEM FRICTION IN YOUR STAFF?
A NO.
Q DID THEY EVER SUGGEST ANYTHING LIKE TURMOIL GOING ON
IN YOUR STAFF THAT MEANT THAT IT COULDN'T FUNCTION PROPERLY,
FROM THEIR VIEWPOINT?
A NO, I THINK WE WERE ALWAYS VIEWED AS A TEAM.
Q ALL RIGHT. DID THEY COME TO YOU AND INDICATE THAT



























IN ANY WAY, IN ANY OF THEIR CONTEXTS?
A NO.
Q NOW, WHEN DID MR. EPELBAUM ACTUALLY COME   OR WHEN
DID HE FIRST APPEAR ON THE SCENE IN WASHINGTON TO TAKE OVER
THIS FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT?
A THE ORAL PRESENTATIONS FOR THE PROPOSAL HAPPENED IN
MARCH OF 1982. I BELIEVE THAT MR. EPELBAUM -- MR. EPELBAUM
LIVED IN ST. LOUIS. HE COMMUTED BAC  AND FORTH BETWEEN
ST. LOUIS AND WASHINGTON. FOR ALL PRACTICAL PURPOSES HE WAS
THERE IN JUNE AND JULY OF 1982. MR. EPELBAUM HAD CHILDREN
IN SCHOOL.
Q AND DURING THIS SOME OVERLAP PERIOD FROM THE TIME
OF THE AWARD OF THE SECOND STAGE UNTIL MR. EPELBAUM WAS THERE
TO TAKE OVER WHAT WERE YOUR PRIMARY FUNCTIONS WITH THE STAFF?
A I M SORRY?
Q WHAT WAS YOUR PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY WITH THE STAFF,
THEFINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM, THIS STATE DEPARTMENT PROJECT
STAFF AT PRICE WATERHOUSE DURING THIS TIME THAT MR. EPELBAUM
WAS ABLE TO COME FULLTIME?
A I SPENT A LOT OF TIME IN MEETINGS AND OUT OF TOWN.
I WAS INVOLVED IN RECRUITING. I ATTENDED CLIENT MEETINGS.
I MAY HAVE BEEN ADVISING, BRIEFING, PLANNING, BUT I DON'T
RECALL ANY ROLES OF SUBSTANCE WITH REGARD TO THE SECOND
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT.



























STAFF BEFORE WERE STEVEN HIGGINS. NOW, WHO IS HE?
A HE WORKS ON FMS-2. HE STARTED OUT ON FMS-1. HE'S
PARTNER IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES.
Q DO YOU KNOW WHEN HE BECAME A PARTNER?
A THE YEAR I WAS NOMINATED, JULY OF 1983.
Q WHAT WERE YOUR DEALINGS WITH MR. HIGGINS WHEN YOU
\ND HE WORKED TOGETHER ONTHIS PROJECT?
A ON FMS-1?
Q YES.
A MR. HIGGINS WAS ORIGINALLY FROM THE NEW ORLEANS
IFFICE. HE WAS ON TOUR OF DUTY AT NATIONAL, SO HE LIVED IN
1EW YORK. MR. HIGGINS CAME DOWN FROM NEW YORK TO WORK ON THE
ROJECT. MR. HIGGINS AND I   HE HAD DINNER AT THE HOUSE
ROBABLY ONCE A WEEK. I THINK THERE WERE A COUPLE OF OCCASIONS
)N WHICH, WHEN HE BROUGHT HIS KIDS DOWN FROM NEW YORK, WHEN
IE BROUGHT HIS SON DOWN FROM NEW YORK. LATER ON STEVE WAS
NVOLVED IN A PERSONAL TRAGEDY. HE HAD A CHILD DIE. I SPENT
,OME TIME WITH HIM THROUGHOUT THE PROCESS WHEN THAT CHILD WAS
lORN. IS THAT RESPONSIVE TO YOUR QUESTION?
Q DID YOU HAVE ANY FRICTION WITH MR. HIGGINS DURING
HIS TIME?
A I DON'T -- NOT ANY MORE SO THAN IS NORMAL ON ANY




























A I DON'T THINK SO.
0 ALL RIGHT. AND DID YOU HAVE DISAGREEMENTS ABOUT THE
WORK ON THE PROJECT  ITH ALL THIS PERSONAL RELATIONSHIP?
A SURE.
Q ALL RIGHT.
A BUT STEVE AND, I THINK ON THE WHOLE, IN THE WINTER
AND SPRING BEFORE -- WHEN WE WERE BOTH NOMINATED FOR THE
PARTNERSHIP I WOULD SAY HE AND I PROBABLY HAD A DRINK TOGETHER
AFTER WORK OR DINNER TOGETHER AFTER WORK EVERY OTHER WEEK OR
ONCE A MONTH, AND I THINK STEVE'S COMMENT WAS THAT HE COULDN'T
THINK OF TWO PEOPLE BETTER QUALIFIED THAN HE AND I AND THAT  AS
CONSISTENT THEME DURING THE PERIOD.
Q NOW, DURING ALL THIS TIME DID YOU EVER HEAR
R. EPELBAUM OR ANYBODY ELSE SUGGEST THAT YOU INVENTED CRISES
S PART OF YOUR MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUE?
A NO. I CAN REPEAT   I'M SORRY, THAT'S MR.  AC VEAGH'S
HO IS A PARTNER IN GOVERNMENT SERVICES -- I CAN REMEMBER
R. MAC VEAGH COMING OUT OF ONE OF THE PARTNERSHIP CANDIDATE
DISCUSSIONS THAT RESULTED IN MY NOT BEING PROPOSED BY THE
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES AND COMMENTING THAT THE TOPIC
OF CONVERSATION THAT DAY HAD BEEN THAT I WAS A CRISIS MANAGER
ND I REMEMBER THAT WAS THE FIRST TIME I EVER RECALL HEARING
THE TERM.
Q ALL RIGHT. DID ANYBODY IN YOUR STAFF OR THE STATE



























YOU WERE IN CHARGE OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT PROJECT THAT YOU
DID MANUFATURE TENSION OR CRISES AS A TECHNIQUE OF MANAGEMENT?
A NO.
Q NOW, WHAT WAS THE NEXT THING YOU DID AFTER YOU LEFT
THE STATE DEPARTMENT PROJECT?
A THAT SUMMER I WAS INVOLVED IN SOME MEETINGS. I WAS
INVOLVED IN QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW AND --
THE COURT: I'M HAVING A LITTLE TROUBLE HEARING YOU.
THE WITNESS: I'M SORRY. AM I DOING SOMETHING WRONG?
MR. HELLER: GET A LITTLE CLOSER TO THE MICROPHONE.
THE WITNESS: I WAS INVOLVED IN SOME MEETINGS. I WAS
INVOLVED IN QUALITY CONTROL REVIEWS, AS I RECALL. I WENT TO
ST. LOUIS TO ASSIST THE OFFICE THERE IN DRAFTING THE PROPOSAL
TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND I STARTED THE REAL ESTATE
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE IN THAT
SUM ER AND FALL.
Q LET'S TAKE THOSE ONE AT A TIME. WHAT WAS THE QUALITY
CONTROL REVIEW?
A THE --
Q WHAT DOES THAT MEAN?
A OKAY. THERE IS A   PRICE WATERHOUSE HAS A PEER
GROUP REVIEW-LIKE PROCESS IN WHICH THE SENIOR MANAGERS IN ALL
OF THE DISCIPLINES, TAX AUDITING AND MANAGEMENT ADVISORY
SERVICES, SOME OF THOSE SENIOR MANAGERS ARE SELECTED TO



























TO REVIEW THE WORK PAPERS IN THOSE OFFICES AND TO COMMENT ON
THE QUALITY OR THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WORK DONE IN THE
OFFICES THAT ARE BEING REVIEWED. THE QUALITY CONTROL REVIEWS
SERVE TWO PURPOSES. ONE IS TO GET THE SENIOR MANAGERS OUT
IN THE EYES OF THE PARTNERS IN OTHER OFFICES SO THAT THEY CAN
BE.. EXPOSED TO THE PARTNERS. AND THE SECOND PURPOSE IS TO
IDENTIFY DIFFICULTIES, IF THERE ARE ANY, WITH THE WORK DONE
BY AN OFFICE.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND YOU WENT TO ONE IN HOUSTON?
A I WENT TO HOUSTON. THE REVIEWING PARTNER WAS FROM
TA PA. WE REVIEWED THE WORK IN THE HOUSTON OFFICE.
Q WHO WAS THE REVIEWING PARTNER?
A THE REVIEWING PARTNER WAS MR. JOHN KERCHER.FROM TAMPA.
Q AND WHO WERE THE PARTNERS IN THE HOUSTON OFFICE?
A THE PARTNERS IN THE HOUSTON OFFICE WAS A MR. WILLIAM
1:B ILL" DEVANEY,  R. PETER POWELL.
Q WHO WAS THE PARTNER IN CHARGE AS BETWEEN THOSE TWO?
A THE PARTNER IN CHARGE OF THE CONSULTING DEPARTMENT
THERE WAS MR. BILL DEVANEY.
Q HAD YOU HAD ANY PREVIOUS DEALINGS WITH MR. DEVANEY?
A NOT DIRECTLY, BUT LINDA PEGUES,  HO HAD WORKED ON THE
CONVERSION ASSISTANCE PROJECT WAS FROM MR. DEVANEY'S OFFICE
AND LINDA PEGUES WORKED IN THE LINE OFFICE FOR MR. DEVANEY.
Q HAD MR. DEVANEY BEEN CRITICAL OF ANYTHING IN CONNECTIC



























A WELL, ONE OF THE THINGS THAT HAPPENED ON THE PROJECT
WAS THAT THE CHARGING -- THE TIME RECORDING PRACTICE ON THAT
PROJECT WAS TO CHARGE EIGHT HOURS A DAY NO MATTER HOW MANY
HOURS WERE WORKED IN ANY GIVEN DAY. LINDA PEGUES --
THE COURT: HE CALLS IT A CLASSIC OGS TECHNIQUE.
WHAT S THAT?
THE WITNESS: OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES.
THE COURT: YOU MEAN THAT THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES EXPECTS PEOPLE TO WORK TEN HOURS TO GET EIGHT HOURS
CREDIT?
THE WITNESS: NO. THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT -- I THINK
THAT THERE'S A LITTLE EXPLANATION THAT'S REQUIRED ON THIS.
THE COURT: SURE.
THE WITNESS: IN MOST OFFICES AT PRICE WATERHOUSE
THERE ARE ESTABLISHED AND, RELATIVE SPEAKING, HIGH RATES SET,
HIGH HOURLY RATES FOR THE SERVICES OF THE STAFF OF THE PRICE
WATERHOUSE OFFICES. IN MOST OFFICES THAT1S THE CASE. THOSE
RATES TEND TO BE DISCOUNTED ONLY IF THE MARKET WON'T BEAR
THE RATES. I MEAN --
THE COURT: OH, SURE.
THE WITNESS: THE OFFICES TEND TO BE RELUCTANT TO
DISCOUNT THOSE RATES. THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES IS AN
EXCLUSIVE ONE IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND THE  IND OF RATES
THAT MAY BE ACCEPTABLE IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR TEND TO BE NON¬



























DFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES BIDS   JOB IT USES RATES THAT
MAY BE DISCOUNTED 20, 30, 40 PERCENT. I'VE SEEN VARIOUS  
I VE SEEN LARGER DISCOUNTS FROM THE OFFICIAL FIRM ESTABLISHED
RATES. THE WAY THE INTEROFFICE BILLING SYSTEM WORKS, IF YOU
BORROW   IF THE OFFICE . OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES BORROWS A
STAFF MEMBER FROM ANOTHER OFFICE THEN IT MUST -- I DON'T KNOW
WHAT THE RATES ARE NOW BUT AT THAT TIME IT HAD TO PAY 70
PERCENT OF THE FULL -- OF THE COMMERCIAL RATE FOR THE SERVICES
OF THAT INDIVIDUAL. AND AS A RESULT THAT WAS A TRANSFER OF
ONIES FROM THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES TO ANOTHER
OFFICE. SINCE THE RATES THAT YOU COULD COLLECT FROM THE
FEDERAL GOVERN ENT TENDED TO BE LESS THAN THAT OFFICE BILLING
RATE WE'RE ESSENTIALLY EXPORTING PROFITS IN THOSE KINDS OF
SITUATIONS. I MEAN FRANKLY I'VE COME TO KNOW A LOT MORE ABOUT
IT SINCE THEN THAN I DID AT THE TIME SO I THINK THAT WHAT
MR. DEVANEY WAS REFERRING TO IN TERMS OF THEIR CLASSIC OGS
PRACTICE WAS AN IMPRESSION ON MR. DEVANEY'S PART THAT HE WAS
DONE OUT OF 70 PERCENT OF THE FIRM'S COMMERCIALLY ESTABLISHED
RATE FOR 500 HOURS OF LINDA PEGUES' TIME AND I THINK THAT'S
PROBABLYWHAT MR. DEVANEY IS REFERRING TO.
BY MR. HELLER L
Q HOW WAS THAT RESOLVED? WE'RE JUMPING AHEAD A LITTLE
BIT. DID MR. KRULWICH LATER COMMENT ON THIS WHEN THIS WAS
RAISED IN YOUR PARTNERSHIP REVIEW?
A BASICALLY WHAT HAPPENED IN THIS INSTANCE WAS THAT



























ROBABLY ON THE PREDECESSOR PROJECT, PROJECT INTEGRITY, BUT
THEY WERE CERTAINLY ESTABLISHED WITH REGARD TO THE CONVERSION
XSSI STANCE PROJECT BEFORE I GOT THERE AND I DIDN'T THINK ABOUT
IT TOO MUCH WHEN LATER ON WHEN MR. FRIDLEY CAME THROUGH IN A
QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW AND WAS REVIEWING THE WORK FOR THE
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS HE MADE NOTE OF THE FACT THAT THERE
SEEMED TO BE THIS $25,000.00 WRITE-OFF, THAT IT HAD BEEN
LOANED AFTER THE BOOKS HAD BEEN CLOSED ON THAT PROJECT. WELL,
THE SITUATION HERE WAS THAT THERE V/AS A SET OF DEALINGS BETWEEN
MR. KRULWICH AND MR. DEVANEY OVER 500 HOURS APPROXIMATELY OF
LINDA PEGUES' TIME WHEN SHE WENT BACK TO HOUSTON AFTER THE
CONVERSION ASSISTANCE PROJECT AND THEN LEFT THE FIRM AND IN
THE PROCESS OF LEAVING SHE SAID, OH, BY THE WAY, I SHOULD HAVE
BEEN PAID FOR ALL THIS OVERTIME. SO I THINK THAT'S WHAT MR.
DEVANEY WAS REFERRING TO.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q ALL RIGHT. WAS THAT ULTIMATELY RESOLVED AS FAR AS
YOU UNDERSTOOD?
A TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE IT WAS RESOLVED BETWEEN
MR. DEVANEY AND MR. KRULWICH. I REALLY HAD VERY LITTLE TO
DO WITH THAT.
Q NOW, WHAT WAS THE PROCESS OR ROUTINE OF THE QUALITY
CONTROL REVIEW THAT YOU DID IN HOUSTON?
A WE -- THERE WERE THREE SENIOR MANAGERS ON THE



























OF US ARRIVED. WE HAD A LIST OF PROJECT NAMES FOR WHICH
WE WERE TO FIND THE WORK PAPERS AND THEN TO REVIEW THOSE  ORK
PAPERS. MR. KERCHER ARRIVED ON TUESDAY OR WEDNESDAY. AS I
RECALL, THE OFFICE WAS CLOSED ON MONDAY. MR. KERCHER ARRIVED
PROBABLY  EDNESDAY. AND WE WENT THROUGH THE WORK PAPERS AND
REVIEWED THE WORK PAPERS BASED ON THE -- A CHECKLIST THAT WE
HAD TO COMPLETE AFTER WE REVIEWED THE  ORK PAPERS. MR. -- WE
COMPLETED THE CHECK LIST, WE WROTE A MEMORANDUM TO THE PARTNER
IN CHARGE OF THE CONSULTING PRACTICE IN THAT OFFICE. MR.
KERCHER REVIEWED IT. WE HAD AN EXIT CONFERENCE WITH MR.
DEVANEY IN WHICH WE EXPLAINED TO HIM OUR FINDINGS, I FORGOT --
FRANKLY, I FORGOT WHY WE STARTED ON THIS QUESTION.
Q DID YOU HAVE ANY RUN INS WITH MR. DEVANEY DURING
THAT TIME?
A OH, MR. DEVANEY HAD BEEN CONCERNED ABOUT THAT ONE BUT
I WAS CHARGED WITH HAVING THE EXIT   WITH CONVEYING THE
RESULTS OF THE QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW TO MR. DEVANEY. DURING
THE EXIT CONFERENCE MR. DEVANEY WAS SITTING AT HIS DESK AND
HE HAD A LETTER OPENER IN HIS HAND. IT WAS A STILETTO LETTER
OPENER AND HE WAS TAPPING IT ON THE TABLE AND FLIPPING IT UP
AND DO N ON THERE SO MY COMMENT TO MR. DEVANEY  AS, BILL,
PLEASE DO ME A FAVOR, STOP THAT. IT'S MAKING ME NERVOUS.
AND MR. DEVANEY'S COMMENT WAS   HE PUT THE STILETTO DOWN AND
HE TURNED AROUND FROM HIS DESK TO HIS CREDENZA AND HE PULLED



























MANY PISTOLS. IT LOOKED LIKE A .45 TO ME, AND HE SAID IF THAT
MAKES YOU NERVOUS, HOW ABOUT THIS? AND HE PUT THAT DOWN. I
HAD THAT KIND OF A RUN IN WITH MR. DEVANEY. I HAD HAD A
CONVERSATION WITH LINDA PEGUES IN ALBUQUERQUE WHEN SHE WAS
EXCLUDED FROM A --
MR. TALLENT: YOUR HONOR, I'M GOING TO OBJECT. THIS
SEEMS TO BE CUMULATIVE HEARSAY ABOUT A PERSON WHO IS NOT EVEN
A PARTNER AT PRICE WATERHOUSE. IT'S A RAMBLING CONVERSATION.
THE COURT: WELL, I DON'T KNOW WHETHER SHE'S ABOUT
TO SAY SHE DISCUSSED IT WITH MR. DEVANEY OR NOT. IF SHE DID
THERE'S NOTHING HEARSAY ABOUT IT.
MR. HELLER: I THINK THE MATTER THAT LINDA PEGUES
RAISED WITH YOU YOU NEVER DISCUSSED IT WITH MR. DEVANEY, DID
THE WITNESS: NO.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. IT HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH THE
CASE.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q YOU SAID YOU WENT TO SOME FIRM MEETINGS IN THAT
SUMMER. I THINK WE'RE TALKING ABOUT THE SUMMER OF 1982?
A YES.
Q WHERE WERE THEY?
A AS I RECALL, THEY WERE IN CHIC GO. ,
THE COURT: WAS DEVANEY A PARTNER AT THE TIME YOU



























THE WITNESS: YES. DEVANEY WAS THE PARTNER RESPONSI¬
BLE FOR CONSULTING IN HOUSTON.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q ALL RIGHT.  AS THE QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW -- BY THE
WAY, WAS THAT FAVORABLE, UNFAVORABLE? WERE THERE ANY EXCEPTIONS
A I DON'T RECALL. I REVIEWED, AS I RECALL IT, A REQUIRE¬
MENTS UOB AND I DID NOT FIND IT FAILING.
Q NOW, YOU MENTIONED ALSO A VISIT TO ST. LOUIS, I
BELIEVE. CAN YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT, HOW THAT CAME ABOUT AND
WHAT YOU DID?
A THE FARMERS' HOME ADMINISTRATION HAD A LETTER REQUEST¬
ING PROPOSALS TO HELP THE FARMERS' HOME ADMINISTRATION DEVELOP
A SYSTEM. IT HAPPENED TO BE IN A PARTICULAR SUBJECT A EA OF
A TYPE THAT I WAS PROBABLY THE BEST QUALIFIED PERSON TO MANAGE
THE EFFORT. MR. KRULWICH BROUGHT IT TO MY ATTENTION AND
MR. KRULWICH AND MR. BEYER AND MR. COFFEY, WHO WAS THE PARTNER
IN CHARGE OF THE CONSULTING IN ST. LOUIS, AGREED THAT I WOULD
COME TO ST. LOUIS AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF
THAT PROPOSAL. I WENT TO ST. LOUIS IN JULY OF 1982. I WAS
THERE UNTIL AUGUST. I THINK THE PROPOSA WAS DUE IN AUGUST
19 OF 1982 AND I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR GETTING THE PROPOSAL DONE.
THE PROPOSAL GOT DONE AND IT WAS SUCCESSFUL.
THE COURT: AND WAS GREEN IN CHARGE OF THAT OFFICE?
THE WITNESS: WAS GREEN IN CHARGE? NO.



























THE WITNESS: HE   I THINK AT THAT POINT HE WAS
FROM TAMPA NATIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER.
THE COURT: I SEE. HE WAS FROM TAMPA AT THAT TIME?
THE WITNESS: HE WAS ASSIGNED IN TAMPA. IN THE SAME
SENSE THAT MR. EPELBAUM WAS PROPOSED AS THE PROJECT MANAGER
ON F S-2 MR. GREEN WAS PROPOSED AS THE PROJECT MANAGER ON THE
PROJECT FOR THE FARMERS' HOME ADMINISTRATION.
THE COURT: WHO WAS THE PARTNER IN CHARGE THEN WHEN
YOU WENT THERE? WAS IT MR. FRIDLEY?
THE WITNESS: WHEN I FIRST GOT THERE IT WAS MR. COFFEY.
MR. COFFEY WENT ON VACATION AND HE WAS FOLLOWED BY MR. FRIDLEY.
THE COURT: FRIDLEY.
THE WITNESS: MR. FRIDLEY THEN LEFT AND HE WAS
FOLLOWED BY MR. BLYTHE. MR. BLYTHE DEFERRED AND MR. GREEN
ASSUMED THE RESPONSIBILITY WHEN HE CAME IN TO REVIEW IT. WHEN
HE CAME IN TO REVIEW THE PROPOSAL. MR. COFFEY CAME IN AND HE
WAS IN CHARGE WHEN THE PROPOSAL WAS FINALLY PUT TOGETHER AND
THE COST FIGURES WERE DEVELOPED.
THE COURT: WELL, YOU APPARENTLY HAD SOME TROUBLE OUT
THERE, DIDN'T YOU?
THE WITNESS: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: AND COFFEY SAID THAT YOU WERE ROUGH ON
PEOPLE AND THINGS OF THAT KIND AND MR. BLYTHE SAID YOU WERE
ABRASIVE IN THE DEALINGS WITH THE STAFF AND NEEDED COUNSELING,



























VOTED AGAINST YOU FOR PARTNERSHIP, SAYING THAT YOU USED A
TRIAL AND ERROR TECHNIQUE OF SENDING THE STAFF OFF TO PREPARE
PORTIONS OF THE PROPOSAL WITH NO GUIDANCE AND THAT THE STAFF
AS ALIENATED AND THEY WERE AFRAID THEY D HAVE TO WORK FOR YOU.
AND IN YOUR DEALINGS WITH THE STAFF RAISED QUESTIONS IN MY
MIND AS TO HER ABILITY TO DEVELOP AND MOTIVATE OUR STAFF AS
PARTNER. SO YOU HAD SOME TROUBLE OUT THERE.
THE WITNESS: THAT’S CORRECT.
THE COURT: CAN YOU EXPLAIN IT TO ME AS TO WHAT IT  AS
HAT REALLY HAPPENED THAT GOT YOU INTO TROUBLE?
THE WITNESS: THE STAFF IN ST. LOUIS WERE PRETTY MUCH
FULLTIME ASSIGNED TO PROJECTS OF THE ST. LOUIS OFFICE. SO AS
CONSEQUENCE OF THAT A COUPLE OF THINGS HAPPENED. THE FIRST
THING THAT HAPPENED WAS THE STAFF HAD TO WORK IN A KIND OF
PARTTIME MODE. EVENINGS, AFTER HOURS. SOME OF THEM WORKED ON
THE PROJECT FULLTIME BUT EVEN THEY WOULD BE DIVERTED FROM
MEETINGS AND OTHER KINDS OF ACTIVITIES SO THAT THE STAFF, MANY
OF THE PEOPLE WHO WERE WORKING ON THE PROPOSAL WERE SHOEHORNING
THINGS IN AMONG OTHER ACTIVITIES. THE PARTNER RESPONSIBLE FOR
THE PROPOSAL CHANGED SEVERAL TIMES. I MEAN SORT OF WEEKLY.
THE OFFICE IN ST. LOUIS IN TERMS OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF
ITS PRACTICE WAS ACCUSTOMED TO DOING THINGS IN A PARTICULAR
WAY. LET ME EXPLAIN WHAT THAT MEANS. THEY WERE BASICALLY --
THEY DID -- THEY WOULD START WITH EXPERIENCE IN DEALING WITH



























WITH FIXED PRICE JOBS WHERE YOU WERE ALLOWED TO GO IN AND TALK
TO THE CLIENT AND YOU WERE ALLOWED TO MAKE A FIXED PRICE
ESTIMATE, SO YOU HAD TO BE VERY CAREFUL TO MAKE A PLAN OF THE
WORK YOU WERE GOING TO DO SO YOUR ESTIMATE WOULD BE ACCURATE
SO YOU WOULDN'T LOSE MONEY. THE PARTNERS, EACH OF THE PARTNERS
WAS VERY CONCERNED ABOUT THE   MAKING SURE THAT THE FIRM WOULD
NOT LOSE MONEY ON THIS JOB. AS A RESULT, EVERY TIME THE
PARTNER CHANGED I HAD TO RE-EXPLAIN TO THE NEW PARTNER THAT
THIS WAS A JOB FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, THAT IT WAS A COST-
PLUS INCENTIVE FEE CONTRACT AND THAT OTHER THAN RATE STRUCTURE
DECISIONS, THAT THERE WAS NO -- THERE WAS NO REAL RIS  IN TER S
OF A REAL FINANCIAL RIS  TO THE FIRM. THAT YOU COULD   YOU
REALLY COULDN'T DEVELOP A DETAILED  ORK PLAN BECAUSE YOU
COULDN'T GO NEAR THE CLIENT. YOU WERE PRECLUDED FROM CONTACT
WITH THE CLIENT AND THAT IT WAS NOT LIKE FIXED PRICE FOR THE
STATE GOVERNMENT. THERE WAS ONLY A FOUR OR FIVE WEEK PERIOD
ALLOWED FOR GETTING THE PROPOSAL OUT SO THE PARTNER IN CHARGE
IS CHANGING AND I NEVER REALLY HAD THE SENSE THAT I HAD THE
FULL SUPPORT OF THE PARTNERS FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF SAYING,
LOOK, WE'RE IN THIS KIND OF BUSINESS, SHE'S IN THAT KIND OF
BUSINESS. IF SHE WANTS DETAILED RESUMES AND YOU'VE NEVER
WRITTEN DETAILED RESUMES BEFORE, TAKE HER WORD FOR IT AND DO
IT THAT WAY. SO THAT IN TERMS OF THE PARTNERS I HAD A CONSTANT
RE-EXPLAINING PROCESS. IN TERMS OF THE STAFF I HAD TO DEAL



























AND WE'VE WON. I HAD TO DEAL WITH THINGS LIKE, YOU KNOW,
ARTHUR ANDERSON DOESN'T DO THIS AND THEY'RE OUR MAJOR COMPETI¬
TION. I HAD TO DEAL WITH PEOPLE WHO I ASKED TO WRITE A
METHODOLOGY AND THEY SAID WE DON'T HAVE A  ETHODOLOGY. I MEAN
IT WAS -- THERE WERE SOME ELEMENTS OF THAT.
THERE WERE ALSO SOME OTHER SITUATIONS IN WHICH PEOPLE
WOULD COMMIT TO DOING SOMETHING BY SO E DATE AND THE DATE WOULD
COME AND IT DIDN'T GET ONE. AND I MEAN THERE WAS ONE PARTICULA
INSTANCE IN WHICH IT DIDN'T GET DONE BY THE DATE. EVENTUALLY
IT DIDN'T GET DONE AT ALL, AND I HAD THE CHOICE OF IT EITHER
NOT BEING DONE OR DOING IT MYSELF AND THAT WAS FRO  A FAIRLY
SENIOR PERSON. SO I THINK THAT THERE WERE   WHEN MR. COFFEY
COMMENTED ON MY INTERACTIONS WITH THE STAFF IN ST. LOUIS HE
ALSO QUALIFIED HIS COMMENT BY SAYING THAT, YOU KNOW, IT'S
POSSIBLE THAT THE STAFF WERE A LITTLE CODDLED. I THINK TO
SOME EXTENT THEY WERE A LITTLE CODDLED. THEY NEVER HAD TO
DEAL WITH SOMETHING THIS BIG BEFORE. THEY NEVER HAD TO DEAL
WITH SOMETHING OF THESE GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. THEY WERE ALL, BY AND LARGE, WORKING ON
THEIR OTHER CLIENT ACTIVITIE  WITH THE CUTS AND CHANGING OF
PARTNERS I DIDN'T HAVE A LOT OF SUPPORT.
THE COURT: WELL, NOW, DID THIS ST. LOUIS SITUATION
COME UP IN YOUR PARTNERSHIP STRUGGLES? DID PEOPLE BRING IT
UP TO YOU AS AN EXAMPLE?



























TO BE   I REMEMBER MR. EPELBAUM AND POSSIBLY SOME OTHERS IN
THE CONVERSATIONS THAT LED TO MY NOT BEING PROPOSED IN THE
SECOND TIME AROUND.
THE COURT: RIGHT.
THE WITNESS: IN TERMS OF MY CONVERSATIONS WITH
MR. COFFEY I HAD MORE DEALINGS WITH THE ST. LOUIS STAFF WHEN
THEY ALL CAME TO WASHINGTON TO DEFEND THEIR PROPOSAL AT ORALS
AND THEN WHEN THEY CAME TO WASHINGTON TO ACTUALLY WORK ON THE
JOB. THE DEFENSES AT ORALS, AS I RECALL, WERE IN NOVEMBER OR
DECEMBER IN 1982, AND BY THAT TIME MR. COFFEY'S RESERVATIONS
OR CONCERN WERE CHANGED OR SOMETHING. BECAUSE HE CHANGED HIS
POSITION. AND WHEN I SPOKE WITH HIM LATER ON IN THE NEXT YEAR
HE SOUNDED LIKE ABOUT AS ENTUSIASTIC A SUPPORTER AND PROPONENT
OF MINE AS ANYBODY.
THE COURT: WELL, DID YOU EVER HAVE A CHANCE TO
EXPLAIN THE ST. LOUIS SITUATION AS YOU'VE EXPLAINED IT TO ME
TO THE HIERARCHY IN THIS LARGER PARTNERSHIP THAT MAKES THE
DECISIONS? DID YOU EVER HAVE ANY CHANCE TO TELL THEM WHAT YOU
HAD RUN INTO IN ST. LOUIS? DO YOU FOLLOW WHAT I MEAN? I'M
NOT TALKING ABOUT GOING BACK TO INDIVIDUAL PARTNERS AND TALKI G
IT OUT BUT MAKING   DID YOU HAVE A CHANCE TO TELL THE PE Pl-E
WHO WERE DECIDING THIS PARTNERSHIP MATTER WHAT YOU HAD RUN INTO
OUT THERE? THAT YOU HAD COME OUT FROM THE EAST WITH A NEW
KIND OF A CONTRACT, ET CETERA, ET CETERA, ET CETERA?



























AFTER I HAD BEEN HELD.
THE COURT: BUT NOT BEFORE YOU WERE HELD.
THE WITNESS: NO. I CAN REMEMBER SOME   I CAN
REMEMBER WHEN MR. COFFEY'S GREEN SHEET, PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
WAS SENT TO THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES AFTER I HAD
LEFT IN AUGUST. IT ARRIVED AND I CAN REMEMBER HAVING A CONVER¬
SATION WITH MR. KRULWICH IN WHICH I SAID, GEE, LOOK, THIS
DOESN'T LOOK VERY GOOD. SHOULD I RESPOND? AND HIS COMMENT
WAS, NO, WE KNEW YOU WERE GOING TO BE CONTROVERSIAL. THE
IMPRESSION THAT I HAD WAS THAT PERHAPS WE SHOULD JUST WAIT
AND SEE HOW THE PROPOSAL EFFORT DEVELOPED.
THE COURT: YES, BUT, YOU SEE, I'M TALKING ABOUT -- I
DON'T KNOW WHETHER IT S CALLED A BOARD OR A COMMITTEE OR WHAT¬
EVER IT IS THAT MAKES THESE PARTNERSHIP DECISIONS. DID YOU
EVER HAVE A CHANCE TO TELL THEM  ©OUT IT?
THE WITNESS: NO.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q YOU WERE ASKED ABOUT IT AFTER THE FACT. WHO ASKED
YOU THAT?
A MR. CONNOR ADDRESSED THE QUESTION WHAT HAPPENED IN
ST. LOUIS TO ME.
Q WHO IS MR. CONNOR, JOSEPH CONNOR?
A JOSEPH E. CONNOR IS THE SENIOR PARTNER AT PRICE
WATERHOUSE IN THE UNITED STATES.





























MR. HELLER: LET ME POINT OUT, YOUR HONOR, THAT
PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 17 DOES CONTAIN SOME AMENDMENTS OF THOSE
INITIAL COMMENTS AT PAGES --
THE COURT: I'M NOT PINNING DOWN THE COMMENTS. I
JUST HAD THE IMPRESSION SHE HAD RUN INTO TROUBLE IN ST. LOUIS
AND I WAS JUST TRYING TO FIND OUT WHETHER SHE HAD EVER HAD A
CHANCE TO EXPLAIN HER SIDE OF WHAT HAPPENED OUT THERE.
MR. HELLER: NO, SHE DID NOT, BUT MR. ZIEGLER IN
CHARGE OF THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE WAS, IN EFFECT, THE PERSON
HO MADE THE OFFICE VISIT OR CALLS ABOUT THE ST. LOUIS MATTER
AND IF YOUR HONOR LOOKS AT PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 17 ON PAGES
3845, 38 6 YOU WILL SEE SOME CORRECTIVE OF THAT. THOSE WERE
THE STAMPED NUMBERS UP ON TOP WHICH WERE DISCOVERY PAGE NUMBERS
AND THEN THE FINAL THIRD PAGE, YOUR HONOR, REFERS BACK TO THE
ATTER THAT CAME UP IN THE BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS PROJECT
INVOLVING LINDA PEGUES AS WELL. THAT'S A MEMORANDA OF A
CONVERSATION WITH MR. KRUL ICH.
THE COURT: WELL, WHO PREPARED THIS MEMO?
R. HELLER: THIS IS A MEMORANDA   YOUR HONOR,
THIS IS IN THE PROCESS -- I DON T THINK I'M TESTIFYING TOO MUCF
THIS IS IN THE PROCESS OF THE CANDIDACY REVIEW WHAT IS KNOWN




























THE COURT: SO THIS IS ONE MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE
WHO WENT OUT TO THE OFFICES.
MR. HELLER: ONE MEMBER WENT OUT TO THE WASHINGTON
OFFICE TO FIND OUT ABOUT MISS HOPKINS AND ANOTHER MEMBER,
MR. ZIEGLER, I DON'T KNOW IF HE WENT TO ST. LOUIS. HE MADE
TELEPHONE CALLS, I BELIEVE. HE MAY HAVE GONE THERE TO DISCUSS
WITH THE ST. LOUIS PARTNERS ABOUT THAT INCIDENT, AND THEN
THERE'S A MEMO FROM MR. KRULWICH TRYING TO CORRECT MR. DEVANEY'
FEELING ABOUT THERE HAD BEEN A SHORTAGE OF MONEY PAID TO LINDA
PEGUES, SO THAT DOCUMENT DOES CONTAIN SOME FOLLOW-UP FROM WHAT
IS SAID IN THE PARTNER COMMENTS.
THE COURT: YOU SEE, MY QUESTION IS WHETHER SHE HAD
AN OPPORTUNITY, NOT THE PEOPLE WHO HAVE TO MAKE THEIR PEACE
WITH THE MANAGEMENT, BUT WHETHER SHE HAD THE OPPORTUNI yT L  -
HAVE THE ANSWER NOW, THAT SHE DID NOT.
MR. HELLER: NO, THE PARTNERSHIP PROCESS AT PRICE
WATERHOUSE IS NOT A DIALOGUE PROCESS, YOUR HONOR, AN OPPORTUNIT
TO RESPOND TO CRITICISM AT ALL AT THE POINT BEFORE THE VOTE
IS MADE. AS A MATTER OF FACT, ONE DOESN'T KNOW WHO IS COMMENT¬
ING WHAT. A CANDIDATE DOESN'T EVEN KNOW THAT COMMENTS ARE
BEING MADE AND CERTAINLY DOESN'T KNOW, IF SHE HEARS ABOUT THEM
INDIRECTLY, WHO'S MAKING THEM AND WHAT THEY'RE ABOUT.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q NOW, JUST TO CLOSE THAT ST. LOUIS CHAPTER. DID THE





























A YES, IT DID.
MR. HELLER: ALL RIGHT. AND YOUR HONOR WILL SEE A
.ETTER ABOUT THAT FROM MR. COFFEY EXPRESSING SATISFACTION  ITH
'HAT, WHICH IS THE SECOND OF THE TWO PAGES 38 6 IN PLAINTIFF'S
XHIBIT 17.
THE COURT: HE EXPRESSES PLEASANT SURPRISE.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q HAD THE STAFF HAD SOME PESSIMISM ABOUT BEING ABLE
0 GET THE CONTRACT WHEN YOU FIRST CAME OUT THERE?
A YES, I THINK THERE WAS SOME CONCERN THAT ARTHUR
iNDERSEN WOULD WIN.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, THEN FINALLY, YOU MENTIONED ONE OF
HE THINGS THAT CAME UP DURING THE SUMMER, THE REMS PROJECT,
iND COULD YOU TELL ME WHAT -- THAT'S R-E-M-S, AND WHAT IT
IEANS?
THE STATE DEPARTMENT IS LIKE A GENERAL SERVICES
DMINISTRATION FOR ALL NON-MILITARY PROPERTY OF THE UNITED
TATES GOVERNMENT OVERSEAS, THAT IS, IT HAS THE RESPONSIBILITY
OR THE CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS OF THE BUI LO¬
NGS OVERSEAS. THE PERSON WHO WAS THEN THE -- WHO WAS THE
INDER SECRETARY FOR MANAGEMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT WAS CONCERNED
lBOUT HOW THAT PROPERTY WAS MANAGED AND WANTED A REAL ESTATE
IANAGEMENT SYSTEM OR PROCESS BY WHICH THAT PROPERTY COULD BE



























TO THE COMPTROLLER OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT. THAT ACTIVITY OR
SYSTEM FOR THE PRESERVATION AND MAINTENANCE OF ASSETS WAS
WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM, SO THE
COMPTROLLER OF THE STATE DEPART ENT CALLED MR. BEYER AND ASKED
IF PRICE WATERHOUSE COULD HELP OUT IN THIS RESPECT. THAT IS,
COULD UNDER THE AUSPICES OF THE FMS CONTRACT DEVELOP A REAL
ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYSTE  FOR THE DEPARTMENT. REMS STANDS FOR
REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM.
Q ALL RIGHT.
A THE FIRM'S JOB THEN WAS IN JUNE OR SO TO DEVELOP A
PROPOSAL FOR THAT REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM AND I WAS A
AJOR CONTRIBUTOR TO THAT. THEN IN   AFTER I GOT BACK FROM
ST. LOUIS MY NEXT PROJECT WAS THE REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYTEM
PROJECT AND THAT WAS THE PROJECT ON WHICH I WORKED UNTIL I LEFT
THE FIRM.
Q NOW, WAS THAT A COMPETITIVE PROPOSAL?
A NO, IT WAS AN ADD ON TO THE EXISTING FMS CONTRACT.
I MEAN IT WAS A DECENT ADD ON. IT WAS SIX MILLION DOLLARS.
Q BEFORE WE COME TO TALK ABOUT THAT, DID YOU RECEIVE
ANY OTHER WORK ASSIGNMENTS DURING THE LATTER PART OF 1982?
A I WAS ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITY FOR MANAGING THE WORD
PROCESSING CENTER OF THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES.
Q WHAT IS THE WORD PROCESSING CENTER? HOW  ANY PEOPLE?
HOW MUCH EQUIPMENT? WHAT ARE THEY?



























SERVICES CONSISTED OF A BUNCH OF EQUIPMENT, A SUPERVISOR, AND
FIVE TO TEN WORD PROCESSING OPERATORS, SOME OF  HOM WERE FULL¬
TIME, PARTTIMEAND BORROWED PEOPLE. THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE
WORD PROCESSING CENTER WAS TO PREPARE THE REPORTS, PROPOSALS
AND OTHER MATERIALS OF THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES.
Q WHEN DID YOU ASSUME THAT RESPONSIBILITY? WHO ASKED
YOU TO DO THAT?
A MR. BEYER AS ED ME TO ASSUME THAT RESPONSIBILITY. I
BELIEVE IT WAS IN NOVEMBER OF *82.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND HOW LONG DID YOU HAVE THAT RESPONSI¬
BILITY?
A I WAS RESPONSIBLEFOR THE WORD PROCESSING CENTER I
BELIEVE UNTIL I LEFT.
Q NOW, WHAT WAS GOING ON IN THE WORD PROCESSING CENTER?
WERE THERE ANY PROBLEMS?
A WELL, THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES WAS GROWING
RATHER DRAMATICALLY AND   IT WAS GROWING RATHER DRAMATICALLY.
IT HAD SOMETHING LI E 1268 FEET OF ITS OFFICE SPACE WAS CON¬
SUMED IN THE WORD PROCESSING CENTER AND THE WAY THAT SPACE WAS
LAID OUT, IT WAS VIRTUALLY INHUMAN  INDS OF CONDITIONS. IT
WAS MACHINE ORIENTED SPACE. THE MACHINES WERE ALL IN THE
MIDDLE AND THE HEAT AND THE NOISE THAT THE MACHINES BELCHED
MOVED OUT INTO THE ROOM THAT WAS SURROUNDED BY THE WORD PRO¬
CESSING OPERATORS. AN INITIAL TASK WAS TO MOVE THE WORD PRO¬



























SPACE. SO IN THE PROCESS WE MOVED FROM 1268 FEET TO I BELIEVE
THE NUMBER WAS ABOUT 760 SQUARE FEET AND IN THE PROCESS MOVED
THE MACHINE OUT OF THE MIDDLE OF A ROOM AND PUT IT IN A CLOSET
WITH A GLASS WINDOW WHERE YOU COULD SEE IT AND CLOSE THE DOOR
ONTHE HEAT AND THE MACHINE, AND I THINK IN THE PROCESS THE
PEOPLE IN THE CENTER HAD A ROLE IN DEFINING THEIR REQUIREMENTS
FOR COLORED ACCENT PANELS ON CABINETS AND CHAIRS THAT WERE
APPROPRIATE FOR THE KIND OF  ORK THAT THEY DID, AND THINGS
LONG THOSE LINES.
Q DID YOU HAVE ANY FRICTION OR ANY EXPRESSED PROBLEMS
ITH THE WORD PROCESSOR OPERATORS DURING THE TIME THAT YOU
SUPERVISED THEM THERE?
A IN MY VIEW THE NORMAL OPERATING PROBLEMS THAT YOU
WOULD HAVE WITH THAT KIND OF CENTER. IF THE WORD PROCESSING
STAFF HAD DIFFICULTIES WITH THE PROFESSIONAL STAFF THEN THEY
BROUGHT THOSE DIFFICULTIES TO ME AND I HAD TO DEAL WITH THE
PROFESSIONAL STAFF. IF THE PROFESSIONAL STAFF HAD DIFFICULTIES
ITH THE WORD PROCESSING STAFF THEY BROUGHT THOSE DIFFICULTIES
TO ME AND I HAD TO DEAL WITH THE WORD PROCESSING PEOPLE.
Q DID ANY OTHER PARTNERS EVER EXPRESS DISSATISFACTION
WITH THE WAY YOU WERE HANDLING -- SUPERVISING THAT RESPONSI¬
BILITY?
A NO, I THINK TO THE CONTRARY, PEOPLE WERE PLEASED, AND
I THINK TO SOME EXTENT SURPRISED BECAUSE, YOU KNOW, IT HAD  




























Q DID MR. BEYER EVER TELL YOU HOW HE THOUGHT YOU HAD
DONE ON THAT JOB?
A MR. BEYER THOUGHT THAT IT WAS COMMENDABLE THAT I HAD
DONE SUCH A MARVELOUS JOB, GIVEN THAT I HAD FOLLOWED TWO STRONG
PARTNERS WHO WERE NOT ABLE TO DO SO.
Q NOW, I TAKE IT THIS WAS A DAY TO DAY ADMINISTRATIVE
RESPONSIBILITY AND NOT SOMETHING WHICH HAD A TIME DEADLINE AND
TENSIONS AND CRISIS, IS THAT CORRECT? THAT MS, THE WORK DOES
BUT NOT THE ADMINISTRATION OF IT.
A THAT WAS AN OPERATIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITY.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, WITH THE REMS PROJECT, THE REAL
ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS PROJECT, WHAT WAS YOUR RESPONSIBILITY
FOR THAT?
A I WAS THE PROJECT MANAGER RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ENTIRE
PROJECT. THE BASIC GOAL OF THE PROJECT WAS TO IMPLE ENT A
REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM IN TEN OR TWENTY FOREIGN SERVICE
POSTS OVERSEAS. THE NUMBER TEN OR TWENTY MIGHT VARY ACCORDING
TO THE FUNDING AND THE PARTICULAR FOREIGN SERVICE POSTS. THE
DECISION ON THAT WAS THE DECISION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE.
TO DO THAT THERE WERE THREE OR FOUR BASIC PIECES OF THE JOB.
THEY WERE SIMILAR TO THOSE THAT WE HAD ON F S-1. BUT WE HAD
TO DESIGN IT, BUILD IT AND INSTALL IT.




























A I THINK THE NUMBER WENT ALL THE WAY UP TO 19, DEPEND¬
ING ON THE PARTICULAR ACTIVITY WE WERE IN. AT ITS LARGEST THER
WERE FIVE, SIX, SEVEN PRICE WATERHOUSE MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS.
FIVE TO TEN PROGRAMMERS UNDER SUB-CONTRACT. A PRICE WATERHOUSE
PROJECT ADMINISTRATOR, A PRICE WATERHOUSE WORD PROCESSOR AND
THEN THERE WAS A -- BASICALLY THAT WAS THE CHARACTERISTICS OF
HE STAFF.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND WAS THIS   HOW LONG A PROJECT WAS
THIS TO BE?
A THE PROJECT GOES ON RIGHT NOW. IT WAS INTENDED TO
BE I THINK A THREE YEAR PROJECT.
Q WAS THIS A PROJECT WHICH WAS DONE UNDER CRISIS
:ONDITIONS OR EXTREME TENSIONS?
I WOULD DESCRIBE IT AS A NORMAL SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT
ROJECT.
Q NOW, CAN YOU TELL ME SOME OF THE NAMES OF SOME OF YOUR
PRINCIPAL STAFF PEOPLE WHO WERE AT WORK UNDER YOU ON THIS?
A IN THE BEGINNING THE PROJECT WAS DIVIDED INTO TWO
FEAMS. THERE WAS A MANAGER NAMED HARRY BARSCHDORF RESPONSIBLE
FOR ONE OF THE TEAMS. THERE WAS A MA  GER NAMED BOB LAM, L-A-M,
HO WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE OTHER TEAMS. THE ORGANIZATION
DF THE EFFORT WAS BASICALLY SOME PEOPLE WERE LOOKING AT EXIST¬
ING SYSTEMS, LOOKING BACKWARDS, AND SOME PEOPLE WERE LOOKING
M THE FUTURE REQUIREMENTS, WERE LOOKING FORWARD. BOB LAM WAS



























FHERE WERE TWO TEAMS. THE TWO TEAMS HAD HARRY BARSCHDORT
\ND SANDRA KINSEY AS THEIR MANAGERS.
Q WHEN YOU SAY IT HAPPENED IN APRIL, WHAT YEAR?
A I'M SORRY, APRIL OF 1983.
Q AND YOU LEFT PRICE WATERHOUSE IN DECEMBER OF 1983?
A JANUARY OF 1984.
Q NOW, WHO WAS THE PARTNER IN CHARGE OF THIS PROJECT?
A TOM BEYER.
Q AND TELL ME ABOUT YOUR RELATIONSHIPS WITH YOUR STAFF,
OP TO BOTTOM. WERE THEY   WERE THERE ANY KINDS OF ERUPTIONS
IF TENSIONS OR FRICTION THAT LED PEOPLE TO QUIT:  OR LEAVE YOU
N DISAGREEMENT OR ANGER?
A NO, I WOULD SAY THAT THE PROJECT TEAM FUNCTIONED AS
k TEAM AND OTHER THAN THE FORMAL OPERATING DIFFICULTIES THAT
OU HAVE FROM DAY TO DAY TO DAY I WOULD SAY THAT IT FUNCTIONED
IUST FINE AS A TEAM.
Q DID YOU RECEIVE ANY CRITICISM FROM MR. BEYER ABOUT
OUR DEALINGS WITH THE STAFF ON THE PROJECT?
A NONE THAT I RECALL.
Q ALL RIGHT. DID MR. WARDER SUBSEQUENTLY BECOME
NVOLVED IN THIS PROJECT?
A MR. WARDER WAS INVOLVED IN THE PROJECT, YES.
Q ALL RIGHT. WE'LL COME TO THAT A LITTLE BIT LATER.
IOW, WHEN DID YOU FIRST LEARN THAT YOU WERE BEING PROPOSED FOR



























THE COURT: WHEN DID SHE FIRST LEARN SHE WASN'T GOING
TO BE? WASN'T THAT WHEN IT HAPPENED?
M . HELLER: NO, THAT SHE WAS BEING PROPOSED FOR A
PARTNER.
THE COURT: DIDN'T SHE FIRST LEARN THAT SHE l/ASN7'
GOING TO BE, SHE WAS TOLD BY MR. BEYER AND SHE QUIT AND THEN
CAME BACK. ISN'T THAT WHAT HAPPENED?
MR. HELLER: I'M SORRY, YOUR HONOR. I'M TRYING TO
GO BAC  FOR A LITTLE BIT TO THE FIRST TIME SHE KNEW SHE WAS
GOING TO BE CONSIDERED.
THE COURT: OH, CONSIDERED.
MR. HELLER: I'M SORRY. THE WORD PROPOSED WAS  RONG.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q WHEN DID YOU FIRST LEARN THAT YOU WERE GOING TO BE
CONSIDERED FOR A PARTNERSHIP IN PRICE WATERHOUSE?
A MR. BEYER CALLED ME WHEN I WAS IN ST. LOUIS WORKING
ON THE FARMERS' HOME ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL. HE CALLED ME
ON SEVERAL OCCASIONS AND SAID THAT FIRST BEN WARDER  AS
WRITING MY PROPOSAL FOR THE PARTNERSHIP, THEN THAT DON EPELBAUM
WAS WRITING MY PROPOSAL FOR THE PARTNERSHIP, THEN NICKY HAD
POLISHED OFF THE PROPOSAL FOR THE PARTNERSHIP AND MAILED IT
OUT OF THE OFFICE FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES. THAT WAS WHEN HE
TOLD ME ABOUT THE PAPER. I HAD A MEETING WITH MR. BEYER THAT
MAY. IN MAY OF 1982. IN WHICH HE TOLD ME THAT I WOULD BE



























SE THE ONLY SENIOR MANAGER FROM THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
;ERVICES THAT WOULD BE PROPOSED FOR THE PARTNERSHIP. AND HE
LSO GAVE ME HIS ADVICE OR SUGGESTIONS WITH REGARD TO WHAT I
IHOULD DO TO IMPROVE MY CHANCES FOR ADMISSION TO PARTNERSHIP,
Q WHAT DID HE SUGGEST YOU DO?
A HE SUGGESTED THAT   WE HAD A NUMBER OF THESE
ONVERSATIONS. HE SUGGESTED THAT  NOT CARRY A BRIEFCASE. HE
UGGESTED THAT I NOT DRINK BEER AT LUNCH. HE SUGGESTED THAT
QUIT SMOKING. AND ALONG THOSE LINES. I COMMENTED THAT IT
'AS DIFFICULT FOR ME TO CARRY A HANDBAG, A SUITCASE AND A
RIEFCASE SO I LIKE TO CARRY ONE.
Q ALL RIGHT. AFTER  
THE COURT: WELL, NOW, THIS PARTNERSHIP QUALIFICATIONS
OR ADMISSION, PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 1 STARTS OUT AND SAYS,
ANY PERSON WHO IS QUALIFIED AND WHO DESIRES TO BECOME A
ARTNER" IS GOING TO BE CONSIDERED. HAD YOU EXPRESSED A
ESIRE TO BECOME A PARTNER?
THE WITNESS: UNQUESTIONABLY.
THE COURT: AND WHEN DID YOU FIRST START TALKING
BOUT YOUR DESIRE?
THE WITNESS: TO SOME EXTENT -- I'LL ANSWER THAT
UESTION, BUT TO SOME EXTENT IT'S KIND OF A FOREGONE CONCLUSION
HAT S WHY YOU GO TO WORK FOR THEM.
THE COURT: WHY IS THAT A FOREGONE CONCLUSION? YOU



























THE WITNESS: YOU HAVE MORE RESPONSIBILITY.
THE COURT: DO YOU GET MORE MONEY?
THE WITNESS: I DON'T KNOW BUT I THINK THERE'S A LOT
OF MONEY INVOLVED.
THE COURT: DO YOU KNOW? LOTS OF PARTNERSHIPS YOU
GET LESS MONEY WHEN YOU BECOME A PARTNER THAN YOU MIGHT GET
IF YOU WERE WORKING DOWN BELOW A PARTNERSHIP.
THE WITNESS: I ONLY HEARD HOW MUCH MONEY YOU GET AS
A PARTNER.
THE COURT: SO YOU DON'T KNOW ABOUT THE MONEY. BUT
WHAT ARE THE PERKS FOR A PARTNERSHIP IN PRICE WATERHOUSE?
HAT ARE THEY? BESIDES PRESTIGE.
THE WITNESS: THERE ARE A NUMBER OF INCIDENTAL KINDS
OF PERKS LIKE COUNTRY CLUBS AND PARKING PLACES AND LUNCH CLUBS
AND THINGS ALONG THAT NATURE, BUT I THINK PROBABLY THE MAJOR
PERK OR FINANCIAL CONCERN IS   I DON T KNOW, THE STATISTICS
I HEARD A NUMBER OF YEARS AGO WAS THAT THE AVERAGE PARTNER
IN PRICE WATERHOUSE MADE $158,000.00 A YEAR AND THAT WAS
SEVERAL YEARS AGO, SO I THINK THERE WAS A CONSIDERABLE FINAN¬
CIAL INCENTIVE.
THE COURT: AND YOU EXPRESSED YOUR DESIRE TO BE A
PARTNER?
THE WITNESS: SURE. I CAN GIVE YOU A SPECIFIC
EXAMPLE.




























THE WITNESS: HOW SOON DID I DO THAT?
THE COURT: BEFORE YOUR COUNSELING SESSION IN *81.
rOU HAD A COUNSELING SESSION. AS I UNDERSTAND IT, YOUR FIRST
)NE WAS JUNE 7, 1981.
THE WITNESS: YES.
THE COURT: AND AT WHICH YOU WERE TOLD THAT YOUR
ELAT IONS WITHIN THE OFFICE WEREN'T VERY GOOD. HAD YOU ASKED
0 BE PARTNER BEFORE THAT?
THE WITNESS: THE SPECIFIC INSTANCE WAS AN INSTANCE
N WHICH I  AS VERY CONCERNED WHEN I WAS ADVISED THAT I MIGHT
IOT BE A PARTNER. IT'S NOT QUITE THE SAME DIRECTION BUT IT'S
> RESPONSE TO THAT.
THE COURT: YES.
THE WITNESS: WHEN I FIRST CAME TO PRICE WATERHOUSE
HE DAY BEFORE I WAS SUPPOSED TO START WORK THE PARTNER WHO
AD HIRED ME, MR. GOODSTAT, CALLED ME ON THE PHONE AND ADVISED
iE THAT HIS HIRING ME WAS -- IN THE HIRING PROCESS HE HAD
VERLOOKED THE FACT THAT THE PERSONNEL POLICIES OF PRICE
ATERHOUSE PRECLUDED PRICE WATERHOUSE FROM HIRING ANYONE WHO
AS MARRIED TO A PARTNER -- WHO HAS A CLOSE RELATIONSHIP TO
NYONE WHO WAS A PARTNER IN ANOTHER NATIONAL ACCOUNTING FIRM.
Y HUSBAND AT THE TIME WAS A PARTNER AT TOUCHE ROSS. MR.
OODSTAT SAID THAT HAD HE KNOW THAT HE WOULD HAVE BEEN PRE¬



























MADE THAT OFFER THEY STAND BEHIND THAT OFFER. SO THAT THIS
NOTION OF WHETHER OR NOT I COULD OR COULDN T BE A PARTNER HAD
LOOMED FROM DAY ONE BECAUSE OF THE FACT THAT MY HUSBAND WAS A
PARTNER AT TOUCHE ROSS.
THE COURT: AND THEN YOUR HUSBAND LATER LEFT TOUCHE
ROSS, RIGHT?
THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT.
THE COURT: RIGHT.
THE WITNESS: SO THAT I HAD MORE CONVERSATIONS ABOUT
WHAT I HAD TO DO OR THE SITUATIONS THAT HAD TO EXIST FOR ME
NOT TO BE IN POLICY VIOLATION THAT WOULD KEEP ME FROM BEING
CONSIDERED THAN ANYTHING ELSE BUT I THINK THE SPECIFIC INCI¬
DENT THAT HAPPENED BEFORE 1981 THAT I CAN RECALL OCCURRED WHEN
THE PROJECT TEAM WAS IN THE PROCESS OF GETTING THE REQUIRE¬
MENTS DONE AND DELIVERED TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT. THAT'S WHEN
WE HAD THE OPTION WITH THE DATE BUT WE DECIDED NOT TO. IN THE
IDDLE OF THAT PROCESS I HAD A REVIEW IN WHICH I HAD IN A
FAIRLY STRONG MANNER DISAGREED WITH MR. STATLAND WHO WAS A
PARTNER WHO HAD COME DOWN TO REVIEW ELEMENTS OF THE END PRO¬
DUCT. I HAD MADE A COMMENT TO MR. BEYER AFTERWARDS THAT
BASED ON, YOU KNOW, SUCH A STRONG SET OF DISAGREEMENTS THAT I
CERTAINLY HOPED THAT MR. STATLAND WASN'T BETWEEN ME AND THE
PARTNERSHIP BECAUSE WE DISAGREED RATHER VIOLENTLY AND IN A
SENSE THAT WAS INTENDED TO BE A MORE HUMEROUS REMARK THAN



























THE BIGGEST OBSTACLE TO MY BECOMING A PARTNER IN PRICE
WATERHOUSE WAS MY HUSBAND. I DON T THINK HE MEANT A WHOLE
LOT BY IT BUT IT WAS VERY BAD TIMING. I WAS IN THE  IDDLE OF
WHAT TURNED OUT TO BE AN 18 VOLUME DELIVERABLE END PRODUCT
THAT COST $35,000.00 TO HAVE PRINTED AND IT WAS DELIVERED ONE
COPY IN A BOX THIS BIG AND I WAS EXTREMELY IRRITATED AT THAT
KIND OF A COMMENT AND WHAT I BASICALLY DTD WAS DROP MR. BEYER
A NOTE SAYING I QUIT AND NOW I'M GOING TO GO ON WITH MY END
PRODUCT AND COME BACK LATER. THERE WAS A DETAIL, AND MR. BEYER
AND I WORKED OUT OUR SITUATION AND I WAS PROBABLY OVERREACTING
AND HEV S PROBABLY MAKING COMMENTS WITH BAD TIMING, BUT THAT
CLEARLY PUTS ME ON RECORD  
THE COURT: THAT WAS THE TIME YOU WERE THINKING OF.




Q WERE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE FORECAST FOR PARTNERSHIP
CANDIDATES THAT THE OFFICES PUT OUT?
A I KNEW IT EXISTED.
MR. HELLER: YOUR HONOR MIGHT LOOK AT PLAINTIFF'S
EXHIBIT 16 BECAUSE IT SHOWS THAT SHE'S CONTEMPLATED AS A
FUTURE PARTNER AS OF JULY 1, 1980.
BY  R. HELLER:



























THE DRAFTING OF THE PROPOSAL OF YOUR CANDIDACY FOR PARTNERSHIP
WHEN DID YOU NEXT HEAR ANYTHING ABOUT THAT CANDIDACY?
A I THINK IT WAS EITHER MARCH 23RD OR MARCH 24, 1983.
IT WAS A THURSDAY.
Q IT WAS APPROXIMATELY EIGHT OR NINE MONTHS LATER?
FROM THE TIME THAT MR. BEYER WAS TELLING YOU ABOUT THE DRAFT¬
ING OF THE PROPOSAL?
A YES.
Q WHAT DID YOU DO? WHOM DID YOU HEAR ANYTHING FROM?
A I WAS WOR ING AT THE REMS PROJECT OFFICE WHICH WAS
IN ROSLYN. I GOT A CALL FROM MR. KRUL ICH'S SECRETARY.
MR. KRULWICH WANTED TO MEET WITH ME IMMEDIATELY AND HE WANTED
TO MEET WITH ME THAT AFTERNOON. I WENT OVER TO MEET WITH LE .
LEW TOLD ME THAT MR. BEYER HAD TOLD HIM THAT MR. CONNOR HAD
TOLD HIM, BOTH MR. CONNOR AND MR. BEYER WERE ON VACATION,
LEW TOLD ME THAT MR. BEYER TOLD HIM THAT MR. CONNOR TOLD HIM
THAT I HAD BEEN HELD, I HAD NOT BEEN ELECTED TO THE PARTNER¬
SHIP, I HAD BEEN HELD AND THAT I HAD BEEN HELD BECAUSE I
IRRITATED, I, QUOTE, IRRITATED SENIOR PARTNERS. THE MESSAGE
FROM MR. CONNOR THAT HAD BEEN CONVEYED TO MR. KRULWICH WAS
ALSO THAT I SHOULD MAKE AN APPOINTMENT TO GO TO NEW YORK TO
THE NATIONAL OFFICE TO DISCUSS THE ISSUE WITH MR. CONNOR.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND DID YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER CONVERSATION
WITH MR. KRULWICH AT THAT TIME?



























AND A HALF LONG. THE ONLY WORDS THAT WE HAD TO WORK WITH WERE
THAT I HAD IRRITATED SENIOR PARTNERS OF THE FIRM, SO WE CON¬
JECTURED ABOUT WHO SOME OF THOSE SENIOR PARTNERS MIGHT BE AND
WHAT THAT MEANT AND WE DIDN'T COME TO ANY CONCLUSION.
THE COURT: THERE'S NO "S" ON THAT, RIGHT? PARTNER?
THE WITNESS: NO, THERE WAS AN "S."
THE COURT: IT WAS PARTNERS?
THE WITNESS: YES.
MR. HELLER: SENIOR PARTNERS.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q NOW, DID YOU MEET WITH MR. BEYER WHEN HE CAME BACK
FROM VACATION?
A THE FOLLOWING MONDAY I MET WITH MR. BEYER. MR. BEYER
INDICATED THAT HE HAD SPOKEN WITH MR. CONNOR ON THE TELEPHONE
(\ND MR. BEYER SAID THAT MR. CONNOR HAD TOLD HIM THAT I WAS HELD
BECAUSE I, QUOTE, CONSISTENTLY IRRITATED STRONG MAS PARTNERS.
Q WHAT DOES MAS MEAN AGAIN?
A MANAGEMENT ADVISORY SERVICE.
Q THAT S THE PART OF PRICE WATERHOUSE IN WHICH THE
DFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES IS PROFESSIONALLY INVOLVED, IS
THAT RIGHT?
A WELL,  ORE OR LESS THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES
HAS BOTH TAX AND CONSULTING PEOPLE BUT IT'S THE AREA THAT I
a/AS IN AND MR. BEYER WAS IN.



























YOU HAD CONSISTENTLY IRRITATED, AS IT WAS SAID?
A NO. THE MEETING THAT I HAD WITH MR. BEYER WAS ALSO
AN HOUR OR SO LONG AND WE TRIED TO -- WE TRIED TO GUESS WHO
SOME OF THESE PEOPLE MIGHT BE, MUCH AS MR. KRULWICH CAME TO
THE CONCLUSION OF THE FACT THAT I SHOULD GO TO NEW YORK AND
MEET WITH MR. CONNOR ON THE ISSUE.
Q DID YOU HAVE ANY OTHER DISCUSSIONS WITH  ASHINGTON
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES' PARTNERS AT THIS TIME BEFORE
YOU MET WITH MR. CONNOR?
A MY OFFICE WAS LOCATED BETWEEN THAT OF MR. KRULWICH
AND THAT OF MR. PETE MAC VEAGH. ON THE, I BELIEVE IT WAS
THE FRIDAY MORNING AFTER MR. KRULWICH ADVISED ME OF THE
ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE DECISION MR. MAC VEACH DROPPED IN AND
OFFERED HIS CONDOLENCES AND CONCERNS AND WAS GENERALLY
SUPPORTIVE.
Q ALL RIGHT. I ASSUME YOU DID GO TO SEE MR. CONNOR?
A I DID GO TO SEE MR. CONNOR.
Q DO YOU KNOW WHEN YOU DID THAT?
A I BELIEVE IT WAS ON EITHER THE 4TH OR THE 11TH OF
APRIL.
Q 1983?
A I'M SORRY, 1983.
Q ALL RIGHT. HOW LONG WAS THAT MEETING WITH MR. CONNOR?
A AN HOUR AND A HALF APPROXIMATELY.




























A MR. CONNOR BEGAN BY SUMMARIZING THE STATISTICAL
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LONG AND SHORT FORMS. HE TOLD ME
HOW MANY LONG FORMS I HAD AND OF THOSE LONG'FORMS HOW MANY
WERE YES VOTES, HOW MANY WERE HOLD VOTES AND HOW MANY WERE  O
VOTES.
Q DID YOU KNOW WHAT A LONG FORM WAS AT THE TIME?
A I KNEW THAT THEY EXISTED. I DID NOT KNOW   I HAD
NEVER SEEN ONE.
Q DID YOU KNOW THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE LONG FORM
AND THE SHORT FORM EXCEPT THAT ONE WAS LONG AND ONE WAS SHORT?
A I KNEW THAT A LONG FORM WAS SUPPOSED TO BE FILLED OUT
BY PARTNERS WHO HAD WORKED WITH YOU RECENTLY AND WHO HAD A
GOOD DEAL OF EXPERIENCE IN A PROJECT SETTING WORKING WITH YOU
AND THAT SHORT FORMS COULD BE FILLED OUT BY ANY PARTNER WHO
HAD ANY DEALINGS WITH YOU WHATEVER BUT WHO DIDN'T KNOW YOU VERY
WELL .
Q ALL RIGHT. DID MR. CONNOR GIVE YOU SOME SU MATION
OF WHAT THE LONG FORM COMMENTS WERE?
A YES. OKAY. HE BEGAN WITH A STATISTICAL SUMMARY
IN TERMS OF NUMBERS OF YESES, NO'S AND HOLDS ON THE LONG FORMS.
Q WHAT WAS THAT, AS HE TOLD IT TO YOU?
A AS I RECALL, THERE WERE SIX LONG FORMS. I HAD THREE
YESES, TWO HOLDS AND A NO. HE COMMENTED ON THE NO', THAT IT



























VOTED NO, FROM WHICH I CONCLUDED THAT THAT WAS -- THAT THAT
PARTICULAR VOTER WAS MR. STATLAND WHO WAS THE NATIONAL DIRECTOR
OF THE AP SERVICES.
Q WHY DID YOU CONCLUDE THAT?
A IT SOUNDS LIKE MR. STATLAND AND TO SAY NOTHING OF
THE FACT THAT THERE ARE -- ACTUALLY HE HAS THAT REPUTATION.
IF I HAD SIX PARTNERS WHO COULD WRITE LONG FOR S, OF THE SIX
PARTNERS THAT I HAD SPENT ENOUGH TIME WITH, THAT THEY WOULD
EVEN QUALIFY STAT ISTICALLY, MR. STATLAND WAS THE ONE MOST
LIKELY TO FIT THAT CHARACTERIZATION.
Q DID  R. CONNOR IDENTIFY THE AUTHORS OF ANY OF THESE
LONG FORMS?
A HE DID NOT. HE DID NOT.
Q DID HE COME TO TELL YOU HOW THE SHORT FORMS BROKE OUT?
A HE DESCRIBED THE STATISTICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
SHORT FORMS. HE DESCRIBED HOW MANY OF THEM THERE WERE. HE
DESCRIBED HOW MANY PEOPLE VOTED YES, HOW MANY PEOPLE VOTED
NO AND HOW MANY PEOPLE VOTED INSUFFICIENT AND HOW MANY PEOPLE
VOTED HOLD, EXCUSE ME. THERE ARE FOUR CATEGORIES ON THE
SHORT FORMS.
Q DO YOU RECALL THOSE NUMBERS AS HE TOLD THEM TO YOU?
A NO, I -- I DON T -- I JUST DON'T REMEMBER. I BELIEVE
THERE WERE 26 SHORT FORMS AND THEN THERE WERE EIGHT,SEVEN
OR 13 NO'S BUT I JUST DON'T REMEMBER THE NUMBERS.



























OF WHY IT WAS YOU WERE ON HOLD?
A YES, HIS CHARACTERIZATION WAS THAT I WAS ON HOLD
BECAUSE OF THE LARGE NUMBER OF NO VOTES ON THE SHORT FORMS.
HE DESCRIBED THREE LONG FORM YESES AS BEING SIGNIFICANT
SUPPORT IN THE LONG FORM DEPARTMENT BUT INDICATED THAT I WAS
HELD BECAUSE OF A LARGE NUMBER OF NO'S ON THE SHORT FORMS.
Q ALL RIGHT. THEN WHAT HAPPENED?
A OKAY. MR. CONNOR READ A   HE READ WHAT HE DESCRIBED
AS BEING ALL THE SHORT FORM COMMENTS.
Q DID HE IDENTIFY WHO WAS WRITING THEM?
A HE DID NOT.
Q ALL RIGHT.
A HE DID NOT. HE READ ALL OF THE SHORT FORM COMMENTS
AND IN SOME INSTANCES WE MAY HAVE HAD CONVERSATIONS OR DIS¬
CUSSIONS ABOUT WHO SOME OF THE PEOPLE MIGHT HAVE BEEN OR THE
CONTEXT IN WHICH I MIGHT HAVE HAD A CONTACT WITH THE . THE
ONLY ONE THAT I SPECIFICALLY REMEMBER WAS WE DID DISCUSS WHEN
WE GOT TO THE END OF READING ALL OF THE FOR S, OF READING ALL
OF THE SUMMARIES, WE DID DISCUSS MR. FRIDLEY'S SHORT FORM
COMMENT BECAUSE I TOLD HIM THAT I WAS EXTREMELY CONCERNED
ABOUT MR. FRIDLEY'S COMMENTS BECAUSE THOSE REPRESENTED A
CONCERN/BOUT MY INTEGRITY AND THAT THERE WERE FEW THINGS THAT
I VALUED MORE THAN A REPUTATION FOR INTEGRITY AND IF THERE
WERE PROBLEMS IN THAT RESPECT I WOULD LIKE TO MAKE SURE THAT



























MR. CONNOR SAID THAT THAT WAS NOT AN ISSUE, THAT MR. FRIDLEY'S
CONCERNS ABOUT INTEGRITY HAD BEEN SET ASIDE.
Q DO YOU RECALL WHAT MR. FRIEDLEY S COMMENTS WERE
ABOUT THAT CHALLENGED YOUR INTEGRITY OR SUGGESTED THE QUESTION?
THE COURT: WELL, IT S ALL WRITTEN DOWN HERE. WHAT
DID HE SAY ABOUT PARTNERSHIP? THIS IS A STATISTICAL REVIEW.
YOU KNOW, YOU'RE COUNTING CANS
REAL TALK ABOUT PARTNERSHIP?
ON A SHELF. DID YOU HAVE ANY
THE WITNESS: I  
THE COURT: HE ASKED YOU DID YOU REALLY WA T TO BE
DID HE TELL WHAT HE HIMSELF THOUGHT ABOUT IT? WAS $KEB,F.-
HUMAN DISCUSSION OR WAS IT ALL A STATISTICAL ANALYSIS?
THE WITNESS: I ASKED MR. CONNOR ASKED ME SOME
QUESTIONS. I ASKED MR. CONNOR SOME QUESTIONS. I ASKED
MR. CONNOR WHAT I HAD TO DO TO MAKE IT IN THE NEXT YEAR. HE
SAID THAT I HAD TO DO THREE OR FOUR THINGS. HE SAID I HAD
TO GO ON ANOTHER QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW AND COME OUT OF THAT
QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW WITH NO NEGATIVES. HE SAID THAT I HAD
O CONTINUE TO INSURE THAT OGS -- I HAD TO INSURE THAT OGS
CONTINUED TO BE PROFITABLE. HE SAID THAT I HAD TO CONTINUE
MANAGING -- YOU KNOW, JUST CONTINUE MANAGING THE REAL ESTATE
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS PROJECT.
THE COURT: DID HE TALK ABOUT YOUR PERSONAL RELATIONS
WITH STAFF?



























THE COURT: NO, BUT I MEAN WHEN HE WAS SAYING WHAT YOU
AD TO DO TO BE PARTNER.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q DID HE SAY ANYTHING ABOUT WHAT'S COME TO BE CALLED
NTERPERSONAL SKILLS?
A NO. I DO REMEMBER HIS MAKING SOME COMMENTS RELATED
0 THE FACT THAT I SHOULD RELAX AND NOT TAKE CHARGE SO OFTEN,
ARTICULARLY WITH PARTNERS.
Q DID HE ASK YOU ANYTHING ELSE? DID HE DISCUSS ST.
OUIS WITH YOU?
A HE ASKED ME A COUPLE OF THREE QUESTIONS. HE ASKED
E WHAT HAD HAPPENED IN ST. LOUIS AND I DESCRIBED TO HIM  
ASICALLY IT WAS A QUESTION ALONG THE LINES OF WHAT JUDGE
ESELL HAD ASKED, AND I DESCRIBED BASICALLY WHAT I THOUGHT HAD
APPENED IN ST. LOUIS IN TERMS OF THE PARTNER CHANGING AND IN
ERMS OF THE STAFF NOT DELIVERING AND SOME THINGS ALONG THOSE
INES. IN THAT RESPECT HE ALSO --- WE ALSO DISCUSSED WHETHER
R NOT I -- YOU  NOW, I FELT LIKE I HAD PROBLEMS DEALING WITH
TAFF AND I SAID -- MY COMMENT AT THE TIME WAS WHEN YOU'RE
ORKING FOR A LONG PERIOD OF TIME IN A CLIENT ENVIRONMENT WITH
SAME COLLECTION OF STAFF TO THE EXTENT THAT THERE IS --
E ARE ANIMOSITIES OR HARD FEELINGS OR DIFFICULTIES THAT
LOP BETWEEN THE PROJECT MANAGER AND THE STAFF IT USUALLY
REFLECTED IN THE CLIENT'S RELATION AND I TOLD HIM THAT I



























OR THE CLIENT ON REMS AND THAT I DID NOT BELIEVE THAT WE
WOULD HAVE BEEN SUCCESSFUL HAD THIS STAFF ON THE OTHER STATE
DEPARTMENT WORK NOT FUNCTIONED AS A TEAM.
THE COURT: WAS THERE ANY DISCUSSION OF YOUR SEX?
THE WITNESS: NOT PER SE .
THE COURT: WELL, I DON'T KNOW WHAT YOU MEAN "NOT
PER SE." WAS THERE ANY DISCUSSION OF YOUR SEX, PER SE OR OTHER
WISE?
THE WITNESS: NO, NO.
THE COURT: BY YOU OR BY HIM, EITHER ONE OF YOU?
THE WITNESS: NO.
THE COURT: WELL, THEN WHEN DID YOU DECIDE THAT WHAT
HIS GENTLEMAN WAS TELLING YOU WASN'T SO? AND THAT HE WAS
EALLY AFTER YOU BECAUSE YOU WERE A WOMAN? WHEN DID YOU REACH
HAT CONCLUSION?
THE WITNESS: I REACHED THAT CONCLUSION WHEN I WAS
OT PROPOSED THE NEXT YEAR. IN OTHER WORDS, MY CONVERSATION
ITH MR. CONNOR WAS IN APRIL, I REACHED THAT CONCLUSION IN
BOUT AUGUST
THE COURT: AND THEN WHEN IT CAME AROUND THE NEXT
KEAR AND YOU WEREN'T PROPOSED THEN YOU FELT THERE WAS SOME-
ING ELSE?
THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT.
TIE COURT: DID YOU HAVE YOUR QUALITY REVIEW?




























THE COURT: WERE THERE ANY NEGATIVE REPORTS IN IT?
THE WITNESS: NOT THAT I RECALL, BUT --
THE COURT: WELL, HE TOLD YOU IF THERE WAS YOU WERE
UT, RIGHT?
THE WITNESS: BUT IT TOOK PLACE AFTER I WAS   IT
OOK PLACE AFTER THE MEETING IN WHICH I WAS NOT NOMINATED.
THE COURT: OH, I SEE. THE ANSWER IS YOU DIDN T HAVE
QUALITY REVIEW BEFORE THE DECISION NOT TO NOMINATE YOU WAS
ADE. HE DIDN'T GO THROUGH WHAT HE SAID HE WAS GOING TO DO,
S THAT RIGHT? HE SAID YOU'D HAVE TO GO THROUGH ANOTHER
UAL ITY REVIEW.
THE WITNESS WAIT A MINUTE. HE ALSO SAID THAT EVEN
F I DID THOSE THREE THINGS THAT MY CHANCES WERE 50-50.
THE COURT: DID YOU ASK HIM WHY THEY WERE 50-50?
THE WITNESS NO .
BY MR. HELLER:
Q HOW MUCH PRIOR DEALING HAD YOU HAD WITH MR. CONNOR
ORE THIS MEETING IN HIS OFFICE?
A VERY LITTLE. MR. CONNOR   WHEN THE FIRST STATE
ARTMENT CONTRACT, THE ONE THAT WE REFERRED TO AS FMS-1,
N THAT CONTRACT WAS SIGNED MR. CONNOR CAME DOWN FROM THE
IONAL FOFICE TO SIGN THAT CONTRACT ON BEHALF OF PRICE
ERHOUSE AT A FORMAL CEREMONY WHICH THE CHAIRMAN OF THE



























N THE DIPLOMATIC RECEPTION HALL AT THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE.
1R. CONNOR RETURNED AGAIN TWO YEARS LATER TO THAT SA E
) IPLOMATIC RECEPTION HALL FOR  
THE COURT: PHASE 2.
THE WITNESS: FOR THE PHASE 2, FOR THE FMS-2 AWARD.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q WHAT WAS MR. CONNOR'S RELATIONSHIP TO THE OFFICE OF
rOVERNMENT SERVICES, ASIDE FROM BEING THE SENIOR PARTNER OF
'RICE WATERHOUSE?
A MR. BEYER IS IN CHARGE OF THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
ERVICES, MR. BEYER REPORTS TO MR. CONNOR.
Q DIRECTLY?
A TO MY KNOWLEDGE.
Q IS THAT GENERALLY TRUE THROUGHOUT PRICE WATERHOUSE
HAT A PERSON SUCH AS MR. BEYER REPORTS DIRECTLY TO  R. CONNOR?
A I DON'T BELIEVE SO. I THIN  NORMALLY PARTNERS IN
HARGE EITHER REPORT OR RELATE TO SOMETHING CALLED AREA PRACTIC
ARTNERS. THERE IS AN INTERVENING STRUCTURE. I DON'T KNOW
IOW FORMAL OR HOW POWERFUL IT IS.
THE COURT: I THINK WE'D BETTER PLAN TO GO TO LUNCH
IOW. IS 1:45 ALL RIGHT TO COME BACK? ALL RIGHT WITH YOU?
MR. TALLENT: YES.
THE COURT: 1:45 THEN.
(WHEREUPON, THE COURT RECESS FOR LUNCH FROM 12:30 TO





























THE COURT: IF YOU  ILL RETURN TO THE STAND.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q MISS HOPKINS, WE HAD BEEN TALKING ABOUT YOUR MEETING
IN EARLY APRIL, 1983 WITH MR. CONNOR. DURING THAT MEETING
DID MR. CONNER INDICATE TO YOU THAT HE PERSONALLY WOULD TAKE
NY STEPS OR ANY ACTION THAT WOULD HAVE ANYTHING TO DO WITH
YOUR PROSPECTS OF PARTNERSHIP?
A NO, HE DIDN'T.
Q NOW, AFTER THAT MEETING WHAT WAS YOUR NEXT DISCUSSION
DF YOUR PARTNERSHIP PROSPECTS WITH HIM IN THE FIRM?
A WHEN I RETURNED FROM MEETING WITH MR. CONNOR I MET
WITH MESSRS. MC VEAGH, KRULWICH, BEYER AND EPELBAUM.




THE WITNESS: YES, SEPARATELY. I BELIEVE THAT I
TALKED  ITH MR. MAC VEAGH FIRST. I M NOT SURE. THEY HAD
LL EXPRESSED AN INTEREST IN WHAT TOOK PLACE WITH MR. CONNOR.
Q NOW, LET'S TAKE MR. MAC VEAGH FIRST. HOW SOON AFTER
YOUR RETURN WAS YOUR MEETING WITH MR. MAC VEAGH?
A I THINK WITHIN A DAY OR TWO.
Q ALL RIGHT. WHAT WAS THE SUBSTANCE OF THAT CONVERSA-


























A AN HOUR, HOUR AND A HALF. I BASICALLY CONVEYED l89
HR. MAC VEAGH WHAT MR. CONNOR HAD SAID TO ME. I DESCRIBED
THE STATISTICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LONG FORM AND THE
STATISTICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SHORT FORMS. I DESCRIBED
WHAT I COULD REMEMBER OF THE VARIOUS SHORT FORM COMMENTS. I
DESCRIBED WHAT MR. CONNOR HAD SAID ABOUT THE NO, FOR EXAMPLE,
OT BEING SIGNIFICANT. WE KIND OF CONJECTURED, BASED ON SOME
OF THE COMMENTS, WHO SOME OF THE PEOPLE MIGHT HAVE BEEN  HO
HAD MADE SOME OF THE SHORT FORM COMMENTS.
THE COURT: IF I CAN INTERRUPT. I DON'T UNDERSTAND
WHAT GOOD THAT WOULD DO. NONE OF THESE PEOPLE HAD ANYTHING
TO DO WITH THE DECISION, DID THEY? YOU KNEW THAT THEY WERE
PRESUMABLY ALL FOR YOU OR YOU WOULDN'T HAVE TALKED TO THEM
AND, SECOND, THEY DIDN'T HAVE A VOTE, RIGHT? THEY WEREN'T
ON THIS SELECTION COMMITTEE OR ANYTHING.
THE WITNESS: BUT THEIR FORMS, THEIR LONG FORMS AND
THEIR SHORT FORMS WENT INTO THE ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE PROCESS.
THE COURT: AND YOU FIGURED THEY WERE ALL AFFIRMATIVE,
DIDN'T YOU?
THE WITNESS: WELL, AT THIS POINT I KNEW THAT I HAD,
FOR EXAMPLE, SIX LONG FORMS AND THERE WERE THREE YESES AND
TWO HOLDS AND A NO AND I COULD CONJECTURE ABOUT  HO HAD VOTED
HOW.
THE COURT: AND YOU WERE TRYING TO FIND OUT, DIDN'T




























THE WITNESS: THAT S TRUE. ALL OF THESE PEOPLE,
10WEVER, HAD EXPRESSED AN INTEREST IN DISCUSSING WITH ME WHAT-
:VER MR. CONNOR MIGHT HAVE SAID, SO THAT WE COULD FORMULATE
APPROACH  ITH DEALING WITH THE PARTNERSHIP CANDIDACY IN
IEXT YEAR.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q BUT YOU UNDERSTOOD AS A RESULT OF A HOLD THAT YOU
IIGHT BE PROPOSED IN THE FOLLO ING YEAR, IS THAT CORRECT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: OH, I UNDERSTOOD THAT. IN OTHER WORDS,
T WAS A LOBBY OF SOME PARTNERS AGAINST THE OTHER PARTNERS,
HIGH WAS REALLY INVOLVED, THE OTHER PARTNERS HAD BLOCKED YOU
ND YOU WERE TALKING TO THESE TO TRY TO HELP YOU GET WHERE
OU WERE WANTING TO GO, IS THAT RIGHT?
THE WITNESS: I WAS LOOKING TO ANY ADVICE, COUNSEL,
ISDOM THEY COULD PROVIDE. IF I HAD SOMETHING LIKE THAT I
OULD HAVE A BETTER CHANCE OF BEING ELECTED IN THE NEXT YEAR.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q DID YOU REPORT TO EACH OF THESE PARTNERS/ LET ME
SK YOU ONE GENERAL QUESTION, IN YOUR MEETING WITH MR. CONNOR
N SUBSTANTIALLY THE KIND OF TERMS AND DETAIL THAT YOU
ESCRIBED HERE IN COURT TODAY?
A YES, AND I ASKED EACH OF THEM AT THE END OF THE



























WAS  HAT SHOULD I DO TO IMPROVE MY CHANCES OF MAKING IT NEXT
YEAR AND HOW DO YOU SEE MY CHANCES OF MAKING IT NEXT YEAR,
AND EACH OF THEM GAVE A SET OF ADVICE OR COMMENT OR STATISTIC.
Q WHAT DID MR. MAC VEAGH SAY?
A MR. MAC VEAGH SAID THAT HE THOUGHT IT WOULD BE A GOOD
IDEA IF I COULD SPEND SOME MORE TIME WORKING ON HIS PROJECT
IN THE INTERNATIONAL AREA SO NEXT YEAR HE COULD WRITE A LONG
FORM FOR ME. HE SAID IN RESPECT TO DEAL WITH SOME OF THE
SHORT FORMS,SOME OF THEM MIGHT BE SUFFICIENTLY STALE NEXT YEAR,
THEY MIGHT BE DISCOUNTED OR FORGOTTEN. HE SUGGESTED THAT HE
f/OULD MAKE SOME ARRANGEMENT FOR ME TO HAVE SOME MORE POSITIVE
EXPOSURE TO SOME OF THE PEOPLE IN THE SHORT FORMSWHO HAD BEEN
MEGATIVELY INCLINED AND WE CONJECTURED WHO SOME OF THOSE MIGHT
BE, AND IN SUMMARY PETE'S SUGGESTION BASICALLY WAS MAYBE I
COULD SPEND TIME WORKING WITH HIM IN THE INTERNATIONAL AREA
50 HE COULD BE IN A BETTER POSITION TO WRITE A POSITIVE LONG
rORM INSTEAD OF JUST A SHORT FORM, AS HE HAD DONE IN THE
REVIOUS YEARS.
Q WAS THAT HIS PARTICULAR AREA WITHIN THE OFFICE OF
OVERNMENT SERVICES, INTERNATIONAL?
A YES. PETE WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR MARKETING RELATED TO
UD AND OTHER INTERNATIONALLY FUNDED PROJECTS.
Q YOU MET ALSO WITH MR. KRULWICH?
A YES.




























A ONE THING, MR. MAC VEAGH I THINK WAS THE MOST OPTI-
ISTIC OF THE PEOPLE, OF THE PARTNERS I DISCUSSED IT WITH.
R. KRULWICH I RELAYED THE SAME CONVERSATION AND I ASKED
R. KRULWICH WHAT HE THOUGHT. HE THOUGHT THAT HE   HE
OMMEN
IGHT .
TED THAT HE THOUGHT IT WAS A 50-50 CHANCE, AN UPHILL
Q NOW, YOU MET ALSO WITH MR. BEYER?
A I MET ALSO WITH MR. BEYER. MR. BEYER SUGGESTED
MR. BEYER SUGGESTED THAT I WALK MORE FEMININELY,
MORE FEMININELY, DRESS MORE FEMININELY. HE SUGGESTED
HAT I
UGGES 
WEAR MAKE-UP, HAVE MY HAIR STYLED, WEAR JEWELRY. HE
FED THAT I GO WHEREEVER WOMEN GO. HIS WIFE WENT SOME-
HERE. I SUGGESTED TO HIM THAT I GOT UP RATHER EARLY IN THE
ORNING AS IT WAS AND THAT DEALING WITH ITEMS LIKE STYLING
Y HAIR AND WEARING MAKE-UP WOULD REQUIRE   WOULD ADD MORE
IME TO AN ALREADY LENGTHY DAY AND THAT I DIDN'T THINK I COULD
ANDLE THAT. HE COMMENTED THAT SANDY KINSEY SEEMED TO MANAGE.
ANDY KINSEY IS ANOTHER FEMALE MEMBER OF THE PROFESSIONAL
TAFF IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES WHO, AS IT WERE,
AS ONE OF THE TWO MANAGERS ON THE REMS PROJECT.
Q AT THAT TIME DID SANDY KINSEY HAVE CHILDREN?
A I'M SORRY?




























Q AND YOU HAD THREE?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q NOW, DID MR. BEYER COMMENT ON THE PROSPECT, THAT IS,
THE CHANCES OF YOUR GETTING THIS, THE PARTNERSHIP?
A HE SAID THEY WERE 50-50.
Q NOW, YOU ALSO SAID YOU MET WITH MR. EPELBAUM?
A I ALSO MET WITH MR. EPELBAUM.
Q WHAT WAS THAT  EETING?
A I SAW MR. EPELBAUM ON A NUMBER OF PROJECT RELATED
INSTANCES BUT IN TERMS OF MY CONVERSATION WITH MR. EPELBAUM,
MY CHANCES WERE 50-50. MR. EPELBAUM ALSO COMMENTED, AND I
DON'T KNOW WHETHER IT'S THAT MEETING OR A LITTLE LATER, BUT
MR. EPELBAU  COMMENTED THAT WHEN THE PARTNERSHIP   WHEN THOSE
CANDIDATES WHO HAD BEEN ELECTED PARTNERS WERE POSTED, THAT I
SHOULD CONSIDER DEVELOPING A HEADACHE OR STAY HOME BECAUSE
THERE WERE GOING TO BE PEOPLE IN THAT LIST WHO WERE NOT FIT
TO, QUOTE, LICK YOUR BOOTS.
Q DO YOU RECALL WHEN THAT ANNOUNCEMENT WAS MADE OF
THOSE WHO HAD BEEN ELECTED TO PARTNERSHIP THAT YEAR?
A I CAN GUESS THE MONTH BUT IT'S EITHER APRIL 19TH OR
MAY 19TH.
Q YOU MENTIONED EARLIER MR. GOODSTAT. DID YOU HAVE ANY
MEETING WITH MR. GOODSTAT DURING THIS PERIOD IN THE SUMMER OF




























Q DID YOU HAVE ANY COUNSELI G SESSIONS WITH MR. GOODSTAT
A NO.
Q THE SAME TIMEFRA E, DID YOU HAVE OTHER CONVERSATIONS
WITH ANY OF THE OTHER PEOPLE IN THE V/ASHINGTON OFFICE, THE
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES ABOUT YOUR PARTNERSHIP PROSPECTS?
A I DID. I RAN INTO MR. LAUGHLIN, FRED LAUGHLIN IN
FRONT OF THE OFFICE WHEN I WAS GOING SOMEWHERE ONE DAY AND HE
WAS GOING SOMEWHERE AND HE SUGGESTED TO ME THAT IF THERE WAS
SOME WAY THAT PERHAPS HE AND I COULD SPEND MORE TIME WORKING
TOGETHER HE'D CERTAINLY WELCOME THAT OPPORTUNITY. I HAD THE
IMPRESSION FROM WHAT HE SAID THAT HE WAS LOOKING FOR AN OPPOR¬
TUNITY TO WRITE A LONG FORM AS OPPOSED TO A SHORT FORM IN THE
NEXT ELECTION PROCESS. I ALSO   I WAS INVOLVED IN SOMETHING
ELSE AND I WAS WORKING AT K STREET IN EARLY JULY, AND FRED
SCHICK, MR. SCHICK CA E INTO THE MICRO-COMPUTER ROOM WHERE
I WAS WORKING AND SUGGESTED THAT HE WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THE
OPPORTUNITY TO WORK WITH ME ON A PROPOSAL OR ANYTHING, IF IT
AS CONVENIENT, AND THE IMPRESSION I GOT FROM THAT WAS THAT HE
ANTED TO HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO BE ABLE TO COMMENT ON ME IN
THE NEXT ELECTION PROCESS.
Q WHO WAS MR. SHICK?
A MR. SCHICK WAS ONE OF THE THREE CANDIDATES FROM OGS
WHO WAS PROPOSED THE YEAR THAT I WAS PROPOSED.
Q AND THREE OTHER CANDIDATES?



























MR. SCHICK AND MR. LUM WERE ELECTED  SO MR. SCHICK WAS A NEW
PARTNER AT THE TIME.
Q DID YOU HAVE ANY OTHER CONVERSATIONS DURING THIS
SPRING OF 1983 PERIOD CONCERNING YOUR PARTNERSHIP PROSPECTS?
A IN MARCH, APRIL, MAY, THAT CONTEXT?
Q YES.
A MR. MAC VEAGH MADE ARRANGEMENTS FOR ME TO GO TO
ST. LOUIS TO DISCUSS SOME TECHNICAL MATTERS THAT RELATED TO
SYSTEMS THAT PETE WAS INTERESTED IN AND WHILE I WAS IN ST. LOUI
I HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK WITH MR. COFFEY. I THINK THAT
ONE OF THE MAIN REASONS THAT MR. MAC VEAGH   MR. MAC VEAGH
WAS LOOKING FOR A REASON TO HAVE ME AND MR. COFFEY GET TOGETHER
I SPOKE WITH MR. COFFEY WHILE I WAS IN ST. LOUIS AND FE COMMENTS
THAT HE WANTED ME TO UNDERSTAND THAT HE WAS A SUPPORTER OF MINE
AND THAT IF I WERE NOT ELECTED IN THE NEXT YEAR -- IF I WERE
ELECTED IN THE NEXT YEAR HE'D BE THE FIRST PERSON ON THE
PHONE TO CONGRATULATE ME. IF I WEREN'T ELECTED HE WOULD BE  
HE WOULDN'T CALL ME BECAUSE HE WOULD BE TRYING TO DETERMINE
WHY NOT. HE COMMENTED THAT HE HAD   HE HAD CHANGED HIS
VOTE FROM A HOLD TO A YES. THAT WAS THE FIRST THAT I BECAME
AWARE OF THAT. HE COMMENTED THAT HE THOUGHT IT WAS VERY
IMPORTANT FOR PEOPLE TO BE ABLE TO MAKE THEIR CANDIDATES
PARTNERS. HE WAS VERY ENTHUSIASTIC AND SUPPORTIVE.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, DID YOU AT ANY TI E BEFORE YOU NEXT



























CONVERSATION WITH MR. WARDER?
A MR. WARDER WAS INVOLVED --
Q STATE AGAIN, IF YOU CAN, WHO MR. WARDER WAS?
A MR. WARDER IS A PARTNER IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES.
0 AND HE WAS THE ORIGINAL PARTNER ON THE FIRST STAGE OF
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICES' CONTRACT, THE PROJECT FOR THE
STATE DEPARTMENT?
A THAT'S CORRECT, AND HE WAS REPLACED BY MR. BEYER ON
THE FIRST PART OF THE STATE DEPART ENT CONTRACT.
Q DID YOU HAVE A MEETING WITH MR. WARDER?
A YES, I HAD. MR. WARDER WAS INVOLVED IN ANOTHER SET
OF PROCESSES  ND PROCEDURES RELATING TO THE REAL ESTATE MANAGE¬
MENT PROJECT. I HAD A COUPLE OF MEETINGS WITH MR. WARDER AND
MR. MAC VEAGH ON THIS -- ON THE TWO DAYS, I THINK IT  AS JULY
7TH AND 8TH IN 1983. THAT WAS ALSO THE SAME TIME AT WHICH I
THINK I SPOKE WITH MR. SCHICK. DO YOU WANT ME TO DISCUSS ALL
FOUR OF THEM? I HAD FOUR DATES.
Q NO. JUST ANY MEETING THAT YOU HAD  ITH MR. WARDER
CONCERNING YOUR PARTNERSHIP CANDIDACY.
A OKAY.  R. WARDER HAD BEEN RESPONSIBLE FOR REVIEWING
CERTAIN ELEMENTS OF THE REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT.
THE END PRODUCT OF HIS REVIEW WAS A VERY NEGATIVE MEMO. I WENT
INTO   I TALKED WITH MR. WARDER ABOUT HIS   I TALKED TO MR.



























OR 19TH. IN HAVING CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. WARDER ABOUT HIS
REVIEW RESULTS I FOUND THIS WAS PROBABLY THE FIRST TIME THAT
I COULD ASK HIM WHETHER OR NOT HE WOULD SUPPORT ME FOR THE
PARTNERSHIP IN THE NEXT PARTNERSHIP SELECTION PROCESS. SO I
TOLD HIM THAT I D LIKE TO HAVE A CONVERSATION WITH HI  ON THAT
SUBJECT. HE INDICATED HE COULDN'T DO IT THAT DAY AND WE COULD
TRY TO DO IT THE NEXT DAY BUT THAT IT WAS NOT CONVENIENT THE
NEXT DAY. SO IT WAS GETTING TOWARDS THE END OF THE WEEK AND I
WAS GETTING READY TO GO ON VACATION SO I FINALLY  ADE ARRANGE¬
MENTS TO TALK WITH MR. WARDER ON THURSDAY OR FRIDAY BEFORE I
WAS TO LEAVE ON VACATION. MR. WARDER SUGGESTED THAT I JUST GO
ON VACATION AND WE WOULD DISCUSS IT WHEN I RETURNED. I TOLD
HIM THAT I WOULD PREFER TO DISCUSS IT BEFORE I WENT ON VACA¬
TION. HE ASKED WHY. I SAID BECAUSE I WOULD PREFER NOT TO HAVE
LOOSE ENDS DANGLING. AT THIS POINT   THIS IS THE FIRST TIME
I'VE EVER HAD AN OPPORTUNITY   THIS IS THE FIRST TIME I EVER
IN A SENSE COULD MUSTER ENOUGH COURAGE TO DISCUSS IT WITH
MR. WARDER. SO I TALKED TO BEN. I LISTENED TO BEN. HE
COM ENTED THAT HE HAD SUFFERED BOTH FINANCIALLY  AND IN TERMS
OF HIS STATURE WITH THE FIRM, FROM HIS BEING REMOVED FROM THE
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT, FMS-1, IN THE BEGINNING.
HE COMMENTED THAT HE DIDN'T THINK HE COULD EVER TRUST ME. HE
HAD WITH HIM A BRIEFCASE AND IN THAT BRIEFCASE THERE WAS A
FOR  WHICH I DID NOT SEE BUT WHICH HE SAID WAS THE ANNUAL



























ASE AND DESCRIBED WHAT IT WAS AND SAID THAT HE WOULD EVALUATE
iE BY COMPARISON TO THE MAJOR HEADINGS ON THAT FORM. HE
OMMENTED -- AND THE MAJOR HEADINGS -- ONE OF THE MAJOR HEAD-
NGS WAS RELATED TO PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT. HE COMMENTED THAT
N TERMS OF PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT THAT ALTHOUGH THE STATE DEPART
SENT HAD SELECTED PRICE  ATERHOUSE THAT BASICALLY HIS VIEW WAS
HAT ANY COLLECTION OF SIMILARLY SKILLED PEOPLE AT THAT HIGH
.EVEL OF THE FIRM WOULD MOST LIKELY HAVE MET WITH SOME SUCCESS.
IE COMMENTED THAT IN TERMS OF ENTHUSIASM THAT I WAS THE MOST
JEGATIVE AND THE  OST UNENTHUSIAST IC THAT HE MET.
ALSO RELATED TO THE PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT, HE COMMENTED
HAT HE THOUGHT THAT I WAS NOT ENTHUSIASTIC OR INTERESTED
INOUGH ABOUT PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT. THIS WAS BASED ON THE FACT
IHAT TWO OR THREE DAYS EARLIER I HAD MET WITH MR. WARDER -- I
1AD RUN INTO MR. WA DER IN THE HALL AND HE HAD SAID TO ME IN
:>ASS ING THAT THE FARMERS' HOME ADMINISTRATION HAD A REQUEST
-OR PROPOSALS ON THE STREET AND WOULD I BE INTERESTED IN HELP¬
ING OUT ON THAT PROPOSAL. I ASKED HIM FOR THE PROPOSAL DUE
DATE. THE PROPOSAL DUE DATE WAS IN THE MIDDLE OF THE PERIOD
WHEN I WAS SUPPOSED TO BE ON VACATION SO I TOLD HIM I WAS GOING
TO BE ON VACATION WHEN THE PROPOSAL WAS DUE. HE ATTRIBUTED A
LACK OF INTEREST IN PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT FROM THAT SITUATION.
LET'S SEE. HE COMMENTED THAT HE HAD NEVER SEEN ANY¬
ONE WHO COULD NOT FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS THE WAY I COULD NOT



























TICULARLY WITH REGARD TO FMS-1. HE ASKED ME IF I PERCEIVED
THAT I WAS DISAGREEABLE AND I COMMENTED THAT I WAS EITHER
BITCHY OR A BITCH DURING THAT PERIOD OF TIME.
HE DIDN'T ASK FOR ANY FURTHER EXPLANATION AND I DIDN'T
OFFER ANY. I THOUGHT I V/AS GOING TO HAVE THE BENEFIT OF HIS
COMMENTS. I DIDN'T THINK IT WAS A GOOD IDEA TO BE DEFENSIVE.
Q DID HE COMMENT ON YOUR OUTSIDE ACTIVITIES?
A YES. APPARENTLY ONE OF THE SUB-HEADINGS ON THE
PARTNER EVALUATION FORM IS OUTSIDE ACTIVITIES AND HE COMMENTED
THAT I WAS  EAK THERE. THE GENERAL TONE AND TENOR OF THE
CONVERSATION WAS HE WOULD GO THROUGH EACH HEADING ITEM AND
DESCRIBE HOW I WAS WEAK THERE AND GIVE AN EXAMPLE, TO THE
EXTENT HE HAD ONE, THAT WAS APPROPRIATE.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, DID THIS CONVERSATION COME TO ANY
CONCLUSION ABOUT HIS VIEW OF YOUR --
A I'M SORRY. I ASKED HIM IF THERE WAS ANY WAY TO OVER¬
COME THESE CONCERNS AND HE SAID THAT THEY WERE OVERCOMEABLE
BY THE NEXT END PRODUCT ON THE REAL ESTATE MANAGE ENT SYSTE 
PROJECT. THIS WAS JUNE, NOT JULY. I'M SORRY. I GOT THE DATES
CONFUSED. I WENT ON VACATION IN JUNE. I ASKED HIM IF IT WAS
OVERCOMEABLE AND HE SAID, YES, IT  AS OVERCOMEABLE BY THE NEXT
END PRODUCT. WELL, THE NEXT END PRODUCT WAS DUE THE 12TH OF
NEXT SEPTEMBER.
Q NOW, BEFORE THIS MEETING WITH MR. WARDER, I TAKE IT



























HIS HOSTILITY TO YOU, IS THAT CORRECT?
A IN TERMS OF ALL OF THE INFORMATION THAT I HAD AT MY
DISPOSAL MR. WARDER LOOKED LIKE A HOLD. I MEAN IT LOOKED LIKE
HE HAD BEEN ONE OF THE HOLD CANDIDATES. THIS WAS JUNE -- YES,
MR. WARDER DID A REASONABLY HOSTILE REVIEW OF THE  EAL ESTATE
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT ON JUNE 18TH AND 19TH. HE HAD BEEN
APPOINTED A CERTAIN KIND OF REVIEW PARTNER EARLY IN JUNE AND
HE DID A REVIEW ON JUNE 18TH OR 19TH. AND THAT WAS NOT -- HE
WAS BEGINNING TO SEEM QUITE HOSTILE THEN. HE CAME OUT QUITE
HOSTILE IN WRITING LATER ON IN JULY.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, HAD MR. WARDER EVER TALKED TO YOU
ABOUT HIS FEELINGS THAT YOU WERE RESPONSIBLE IN SOME WAY FOR
HIS LOSS OF POSITION ON THE FIRST FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT?
A NO.
Q HAD ANYBODY EVER TOLD YOU THAT THAT WAS HIS FEELING,
THAT YOU WERE THE CAUSE OF IT?
A NO.
Q NOW, WHEN DID YOU NEXT HEAR ABOUT YOUR PARTNERSHIP
CANDIDACY?
A I'M SORRY, MR. HELLER, WHAT WAS THE QUESTION?
Q WHEN DID YOU NEXT HEAR ABOUT YOUR PARTNERSHIP
CANDIDACY AFTER THIS MEETING WITH MR. WARDER?
A I MET WITH MR. BEYER AND MR. MAC VEAGH ON AUGUST
11TH, APPROXIMATELY.



























A AT THAT MEETING MR. BEYER SPENT A GOOD DEAL OF TIME
TALKING ABOUT THE SUPERB JOB THAT I HAD DONE WITH THE WORD
PROCESSING, TAL ING ABOUT THE FACT THAT THERE WASN'T ANYBODY
WITH SUCH AN IMPRESSIVE TRACK RECORD OF PROVIDING PROPOSALS.
HE TALKED ABOUT THE FACT THAT MY PEOPLE SKILLS, THOUGH MUCH
MALIGNED, WERE REALLY MORE -- THAT HE DIDN'T FEEL THAT THAT WAS
PARTICULARLY TRUE. HE THOUGHT I WAS TECHNICALLY STRONG AND
THE TECHNICAL DEFICIENCIES THAT HAD BEEN UNCOVERED OR DESCRIBED
WERE NOT THAT GREAT A CONCERN.
Q ARE THESE MATTERS THAT YOU HAD BEEN TALKING, WRITING
BACK AND FORTH WITH MR.  ARDER ABOUT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q GO AHEAD.
A HE SAID THAT THE QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW AND THE
TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS, THAT THE TECHNICAL DEFICIENCIES,
THERE REALLY DIDN'T -- WERE NOT THAT IMPORTANT. HE SAID THAT
ALL OF THESE THINGS CONSIDERED TOGETHER   CONSIDERED INDIVI¬
DUALLY WERE NOT THAT I PORTANT. BUT THAT OVERALL THAT THE
PARTNERSHIP WAS   THE PARTNERSHIP WAS A MARRIAGE AND THAT I
WAS NOT SUITED FOR IT. HE SAID THAT I WAS   THAT THE PARTNERS
WERE QUITE CONVINCED THAT I WAS ABLE TO MANAGE IN PERIODS AND
TI ES OF CRISIS BUT THAT OVER THE 20 YEARS THAT I COULD BE  
COULD EXPECT TO BE A PARTNER, IF I WERE ELECTED, THAT THE
PARTNERS WERE CONCERNED ABOUT MY ABILITY TO MANAGE IN THE



























THAT I HAD -- THAT THERE WERE SOME PARTNERS OF OGS WHO WERE
UNIVERSALLY OPPOSED TO MY CANDIDACY AND THAT THAT COULD NOT BE
OVERCOME. AND HE OFFERED ME THREE CHOICES. THE FIR T CHOICE,
HE OFFERED ME THE CHOICE OF LEAVING THE FIRM PER MY CONVERSA¬
TION WITH EPELBAUM ON THE PREVIOUS THURSDAY BUT SAID THAT THAT
WAS A CHOICE THAT HE DID NOT WANT ME TO EXERCISE. HE OFFERED
E AN OPPORTUNITY TO WORK IN THE INTERNATIONAL AREA WITH
MR.  AC VEAGH ON THE HOPE THAT PERHAPS   ON THE HOPE THAT
PERHAPS I MIGHT HAVE A SLIM CHANCE OF BEING PROPOSED FOR THE
PARTNERSHIP THE NEXT YEAR. HE SAID THAT HE HAD TO EMPHASIZE
THAT THAT CHANCE WOULD BE EXTREMELY SLIM AND THAT HE DIDN'T
THINK IT WAS AT ALL LIKELY THAT IT WOULD HAPPEN. THE THIRD
CHOICE THAT HE OFFERED ME, WHICH WAS THE CHOICE THAT HE WANTED
ME TO TAKE, WAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO CONTINUE WORKING WITH PRICE
WATERHOUSE ON WHATEVER I WAS TOLD AS LONG AS I LIKED MY ASSIGN¬
MENT AND AS LONG AS I LIKEDWHAT I WAS PAID AND TO GIVE UP ALL
ASPIRATIONS TO THE PARTNERSHIP. I DID NOT SAY VERY MUCH DURING
THIS MEETING BUT WHEN HE GOT TO THAT POINT I ASKED A QUESTION
AND I ASKED HI   HAT DID IT MEAN FOR ME TO WORK ON WHATEVER I
AS TOLD. AND HE SAID THAT BASICALLY I WOULD COME OFF OF THE
STATE DEPARTMENT WORK AND GO ON WITH WORK WITH PETE IN THE
INTERNATIONAL AREA. PETE WROTE PROPOSALS TO DO THINGS LIKE
WORK ON AID ASSISTANCE PROJECTS FOR THE GOVERNME TS OF COSTA
RICA OR ZI BABWE OR ZAIRE. THEY WERE ALL AID KINDS OF PLACES.




























A THAT'S CORRECT, AND I THINK MR. MAC VEAGH WANTED FOR
ME TO TAKE THE OPTION ASSOCIATED WITH WORKING WITH HIM ON THE
SLIM CHANCE THAT I MIGHT BE PROPOSED FOR THE PARTNERSHIP IN
THE NEXT YEAR.
THE COURT: THIS WAS AUGUST, 1983?
THE WITNESS: '83.
THE COURT: WELL, HAD NOT THE LIST ALREADY GONE UP?
WHAT'S THIS EXHIBIT 16, PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 16? THERE'S A
SUMMARY LIST, PRIVATE SUMMARY LIST DATED JULY 22ND,  83. SHE S
NOT ON IT.
MR. HELLER: THAT S RIGHT, YOUR HONOR, AND THAT
REFLECTS THE DECISION  
THE COURT: WELL, THE LIST HAD ALREADY GONE OUT.
MR. HELLER: THE DECISION THAT MR. BEYER WAS TELLING
YOU ABOUT WAS THE DECISION OF WHOM?
THE WITNESS: THE DECISION THAT  R. BEYER WAS TELLING
ME ABOUT WAS THE DECISION OF THE PARTNERS OF OGS WHO, TO THE
BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE, HAD THEIR FINAL MEETING ON THE SUBJECT
OF WHETHER OR NOT I WOULD BE PROPOSED FOR THE PARTNERSHIP THAT
YEAR ON JULY 22ND.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q SO WHAT HE WAS DOING TO YOU --
THE COURT: HE WAS TELLING YOU A LITTLE LESS THAN A



























THE WITNESS: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: AND YOU KNEW THEN THAT YOU WERE NOT ON
THE LIST?
THE WITNESS: THAT'S CORRECT.
BY MR. HELLER:
Q YOU MENTIONED A CONVERSATION THAT YOU HAD HAD THE
PREVIOUS WEEK OR THURSDAY I THINK YOU SAID, WITH MR. EPELBAUM.
k HAT WAS THAT CONVERSATION?
A THE WEEK INCLUDING AUGUST 4TH   I CAN'T REMEMBER
HETHER AUGUST 4TH WAS A MONDAY OR NOT. THE WEEK INCLUDING
4UGUST 4TH THERE  AS A QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW DONE ON THE REAL
ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT. MR. BEYER WAS ON VACATION.
*R. WARDER WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATING  ITH QUALI Y. CONTROL
DN THAT THURSDAY THE PROJECT FOR WHICH I WAS RESPONSIBLE, THE
EAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM WAS FOUND TO BE TECHNICALLY NOT
IN CONFORMANCE  ITH THE FIRM S HIGH QUALITY, HIGH STANDARDS FOR
TECHNICAL EXCELLENCE. THAT MEANS IT WAS FOUND TO BE TECHNICALL 
DEFICIENT. IT WAS THE ONLY ENGAGEMENT THAT I RECALL IN OGS
THAT WAS FOUND TO BE TECHNICALLY DEFICIENT. IN MY CONVERSA¬
TIONS WITH THE SENIOR MANAGER OF THE QCR I SORT OF SAW IT
COMING, BUT THAT'S ANOTHER TOPIC OF CONVERSATION. ON THURSDAY
IT WAS CLEAR TO ME THAT THE JOB WAS GOING TO BE DECLARED
TECHNICALLY DEFICIENT. I VIEWED THAT AS BEING SOMEWHAT OF THE
KISS OF DEATH AND CALLED MR. EPELBAUM AND I SAID TO HIM -- I



























I SAID, DON, SHOULD I BE GETTING A MESSAGE? SHALL I LEAVE
GRACEFULLY, EXIT NOW? AND DON SAID TO ME THAT IF THE OPTIONS
THAT I HAD DISCUSSED WITH HIM IN THE PREVIOUS SPRING WERE
OPEN THEN I SHOULD TAKE AN OPTION AND LEAVE.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, WHAT WERE THOSE OPTIONS THAT YOU
DISCUSSED IN THE PREVIOUS SPRING?
A AT SOME MEETING WITH MR. EPELBAUM IN THE PREVIOUS
SPRING I HAD TOLD HIM, AND IT WOULD HAVE HAD TO HAVE BEEN MAY,
I HAD TOLD HIM THAT I HAD SOME OTHER PROFESSIONAL OPTIONS OPEN
T 70, 80, $90,000.00 A YEAR AND IN THE DISCUSSION OF WHETHER
OR NOT I WAS LI ELY TO BE MADE A PARTNER I  AS LIKELY TO BE
ADE A PARTNER IN THE NEXT PARTNERSHIP ELECTION. HE SUGGESTED
IF THOSE OPTIONS WERE REASONABLE IN THE SHORT TERM OR THE LONG
TERM THAT I SHOULD EXERCISE THEM AT THAT TIME. IS THAT WHAT
Q ALL RIGHT. AND NOW, IN THIS CONVERSATION HE SAID  
A HE'S REFERRING BACK TO THOSE.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, YOU DID RAISE THIS QUESTION OF THE
QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW OF THE WASHINGTON OFFICE AND IN
PARTICULAR THE TECHNICAL DEFICIENCY THAT WAS FOUND IN THE REMS
PROJECT. DID YOU SUBSEQUENTLY RESPOND TO THAT AND DISCUSS IT
ITH MR. BEYER?
A YES, I DID. I DISCUSSED IT WITH MR'. BEYER ON -- I'M
NOT SURE. LATE AUGUST, EARLY SEPTEMBER.



























CONTRACT OR THE PROJECT WAS NOT TECHNICALLY DEFICIENT IN THAT
RESPECT?
A WELL, THE MAJOR REASON FOR THE DEFICIENCY, THE
TECHNICAL DEFICIENCY WAS ESSENTIALLY THE FAILURE OF THE
DOCUMENTATION ON THAT PROJECT TO CONFORM TO A STANDARD   TO
CONFORM TO A SET OF GUIDELINES WHICH  ERE   A GUIDELINE OR
STANDARD REFERRED TO AS THE SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS DECISION
METHODOLOGY, RSDM. THAT WAS A PRACTICE AID OR A TOOL TO BE
JSED, WHEN APPROPRIATE,ON ENGAGEMENTS. THE JOB WAS FOUND TO
BE TECHNICALLY DEFICIENT BECAUSE THE REQUIREMENT,. WHICH IS
PIECE OF THE JOB, DID NOT CONFORM TO THE GUIDELINES OR STAN¬
ARDS OF THE SRDM. THAT PIECE OF THE JOB WAS OVER AND DONE
«/1TH SO THAT THERE WAS NOT A LOT TO CORRECT.
Q HAD YOU UNDERSTOOD THAT THIS RSDM WAS A MANDATORY
EQUIREMENT FOR SUCH PROJECTS?
A NO, SRDM WAS NOT A STANDARD. SRDM WAS A PRACTICE
UD TO BE USED WHERE IT WAS USEFUL. THERE WERE OTHERS THAT
f/ERE USED WHERE THEY WERE USEFUL.
Q IN YOUR OWN QUALITY CONTROL VISITS TO OTHER PLACES,
HOUSTON AND I THINK YOU SAID DENVER, HOUSTON FIRST, DID YOU
DESERVE THAT THOSE STANDARDS WERE BEING ADHERED TO BY THE
HOUSTON OFFICE?
A NO, I REVIEWED REQUIREMENT JOBS IN HOUSTON. IT
AS NOT DONE IN CONFORMANCE WITH SRDM. IT WAS DONE USING A



























THE PARTNER RESPONSIBLE FOR THE QUALITY CONTROL DIDN'T SUGGEST
TO ANYBODY THAT WE WOULD DO REQUIREMENT JOBS ACCORDING TO SRDM
AND THAT DIDN'T HAPPEN IN DENVER EITHER.
Q I THINK YOU SAID THAT YOUR DENVER QUALITY CONTROL
REVIEW OCCURRED AFTER, IN FACT, THE DECISION HAD BEEN MADE
NOT TO RE-PROPOSE YOU, IS THAT CORRECT?
A MR. HELLER, I'M NOT POSITIVE BUT THEY WERE VERY CLOSE
TOGETHER THERE. I BELIEVE THAT  
Q EXCUSE ME. YOU GO AHEAD.
GO AHEAD.
A I BELIEVE THAT THE PARTNER DECISION WAS MADE ON THE
ORDER OF THE 20TH OR SO OF JULY AND I BELIEVE I  AS IN DENVER
ON THE ORDER OF THE 20TH OR SO OF JULY.
Q DID YOU RECEIVE AN EVALUATION BASED UPON YOUR PARTI¬
CIPATION IN THAT?
A I DID. IT CAME IN THE MAIL AFTER I HAD BEEN ADVISED
THAT I WOULD NOT BE NOMINATED.
Q LET ME SHOW YOU DEFENDANT S EXHIBIT 46. IS THAT IT?
A YES.
Q AND WHAT IS THE DATE OF THAT?
A IT'S DATED JULY 29, 1983.
Q ALL RIGHT. NO , WHEN DID YOU ACTUALLY SUBMIT YOUR
RESIGNATION FROM PRICE WATERHOUSE?
A I SUBMITTED  Y RESIGNATION IN DECEMBER.



























A WHY DID I SUBMIT MY RESIGNATION?
Q YES .
A OH, BECAUSE IT WAS CLEAR TO ME THAT I WAS NEVER GOING
0 BE A PARTNER IN PRICE WATERHOUSE, THAT I WOULD NEVER BE
Q WHAT DID YOU DO AFTER YOUR RESIGNATION BECAME EFFECTIV
A I WENT INTO BUSINESS AS A MANAGEMENT CONSULTANT
ICING BY MYSELF.
Q IS THAT WHAT YOU DO TODAY?
A THAT IS CORRECT.
Q NOW, AT THE TIME YOU --
THE COURT: AND YOU WANT TO LEAVE THAT JOB AND GO
AND JOIN THIS CROWD? THAT'S WHAT YOU'RE ASKING ME TO DO
IGHT ?
THE WITNESS: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: AND THAT'S WHAT YOU WANT TO DO. YOU WANT
OR  WITH THAT PARTNERSHIP.
ATERHOL




A I'M HAVING A LOT OF FUN ON MY OWN BUT ON THE OTHER
AND IT IS AN AWFUL LOT OF TROUBLE WHEN YOU HAVE NO RESOURCES
THAN YOUR OWN TALENT AND TIME AT YOUR DISPOSAL. IT IS



























HAS GREATER RESOURCES. I MEAN IT HAS MORE DIVERSE PROJECTS.
Q OKAY. NOW, YOU BROUGHT THIS SUIT. WHY DO YOU
BELIEVE THAT YOUR REJECTION FOR PARTNERSHIP AND YOUR NON
RE-PROPOSAL FOR PARTNERSHIP AFTER THE FIRST HOLD ARE BASED ON
SEX DISCRIMINATION?
A WHEN I JOINED THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES IN
AUGUST OF 1978 THERE WERE PROBABLY A DOZEN PEOPLE PRACTICING
MANAGEMENT ADVISORY SERVICES IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR IN THE
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES. IN THE TIME BETWEEN AUGUST OF
1978 AND WHEN I WAS NOMINATED AS A CANDIDATE FOR THE PARTNER¬
SHIP IN AUGUST OF 1982 THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES GREW
DRAMATICALLY. I  NOW THAT I WAS A MAJOR CONTRIBUTOR TO THAT
GROWTH. I ALSO KNOW THAT NO MALE MANAGER IN THE OFFICE OF
GOVERNMENT SERVICES WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR MANAGING OR DEVELOPING
MORE BUSINESS THAN I. I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR DEVELOPING 40
OR 50 MILLION DOLLARS WORTH OF BUSINESS WITH A VERY REPUTABLE
CLIENT IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR. I WAS A MAJOR CONTRIBUTOR TO THAT
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY. THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
PROJECT FOR THE STATE DEPARTMENT ALONE, I THINK THAT PROJECT
AS AN ENTITY BY ITSELF IS LARGER THAN ALL BUT FIVE OR SIX
OFFICES OF PRICE WATERHOUSE IN THE UNITED STATES, SO I FELT
THAT I HAD AN ADMIRABLE, OUTSTANDING TRACK RECORD. I CONSIDERE|[
OVER A FAIRLY LONG PERIOD OF TIME ALL OF THE ADVICE AND
COUNSEL I HAD BEEN GIVEN WITH REGARD TO WHAT I WOULD HAVE TO



























BEEN ELECTED. AND I REFLECTED ON WHAT I HAD BEEN TOLD. I
HAD BEEN TOLD TO WALK, TALK AND DRESS MORE FEMININELY. I
NEEDED TO -- I DIDN'T NEED TO TALK LIKE A T UCKDRIVER. I NEEDED
GRACE. I OUGHT TO GO TO CHARM SCHOOL. I HAD PARTNERS WHO
BARELY KNEW ME WHO COMMENTED MOST INTENSELY ABOUT PERSONAL
CHARACTERISTICS. THE PARTNERSHIP HAD BEEN DESCRIBED AS A
ARRIAGE FOR WHICH I WASN'T SUITED. THERE WERE SOME INSTANCES
IN WHICH I FELT THERE WAS SORT OF A DOUBLE STANDARD THAT
APPLIED, ONE STANDARD FOR ME AND ONE FOR SOME OTHER PEOPLE.
I LOOKED AT THE STATISTICS. LESS THAN ONE PERCENT
OF THE PARTNERS WERE WOMEN. AND I JUST   I COULD NOT BELIEVE
THAT ANY MAN WITH MY RECORD OF PERFORMANCE WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN
ELECTED.
Q WHO MADE THAT TRUCKDRIVING REMARK?
A MR. WARDER.
MR. HELLER: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS OF
MISS HOPKINS, YOUR HONOR.




Q  ISS HOPKINS, IN YOUR MEETING WITH MR. CONNOR THAT
YOU'VE TALKED ABOUT, YOU HAVE TESTIFIED, I BELIEVE, THAT HE
READ YOU, WITHOUT ATTRIBUTION, THE SHORT FOR  COMMENTS THAT



























YOU HAD JUST BEEN THROUGH  IS THAT CORRECT?
A THAT S CORRECT.
Q SUBSEQUENTLY IN THIS PROCEEDING YOU HAVE HAD AN
OPPORTUNITY TO READ SUMMARIES OR THOSE COMMENTS SET FORTH IN
WRITING, HAVE YOU NOT?
A THAT’S CORRECT.
Q WERE THE COMMENTS THAT YOU HAVE SEEN SET FORTH IN
RITING IN THIS PROCEEDING AND THE COMMENTS THAT MR. CONNOR
READ TO YOU THE SAME COMMENTS?
DID YOU RECOGNIZE THEM?
A TO THE BEST OF MY RECOLLECTION, YES.
Q WHEN YOU -- AS MR. CONNOR READ THOSE COMMENTS TO YOU
HE GAVE YOU AN OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND, DID HE NOT, TO THE
COMMENTS? YOU HAD AN OPPORTUNITY FOR A DIALOGUE.
A YES, THERE WAS AN OPPORTUNITY FOR DIALOGUE. I MEAN
BASICALLY HE WAS READING THINGS AND HE WAS PROCEEDING DOWN
THE LIST. IT WASN'T A CONVERSATIQN L KIND OF RE DING.
Q BUT YOU DID HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO EXPLAIN YOUR VIEW
OF WHAT HAD GONE ON IN ST. LOUIS, DID YOU NOT?
A YES, HE ASKED A QUESTION ABOUT THAT.
Q AND DID YOU AT ANY TIME SAY, MR. CONNOR, JOE, WHAT¬
EVER YOU CALL HIM, DID YOU SAY I DON’T RECOGNIZE MYSELF IN
THOSE COMMENTS? I DIDN'T DO THAT. I AM NOT ARROGANT. I A 
NOT ABUSIVE. DID YOU SAY THAT TO HIM?



























OF THE PEOPLE IN THE LIMITED CONTEXT THAT THEY HAD KNOWN ME
OULD COMMENT AT ALL.
Q IT'S TRUE, ISN'T IT, THAT SINCE 1984 YOUR EARLIEST
REVIEWS OF THE PARTNERS IN THE WASHINGTON OFFICE OF OGS HAVE
TALKED TO YOU ABOUT GETTING ALONG BETTER, ABOUT BEING LESS
ABRASIVE, ABOUT BETTER PERSONAL SKILLS? MR. KRULWICH DID THAT
DIDN'T HE?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q HE DID THAT IN 1980 WHEN HE CAME OFF THE BUREAU OF
INDIAN AFFAIRS' JOB?
A I WOULDN'T ATTEST TO THE TIMING BUT THAT'S PROBABLY
TRUE, YES.
Q YOU HAD A WRITTEN COUNSELING SESSION  ITH MR. LAUGHLIN
IN 1981. HE AGAIN COUNSELED YOU ABOUT TAKING IT EASY ON
PEOPLE, NOT BEING ABUSIVE, NOT APPEARING TO BE ARROGANT,
CORRECT?
A I THINK -- I'M NOT SURE WHETHER HE TALKED ABOUT
4BUSIVENESS AND ARROGANCE OR NOT. IF YOU SHOW ME THE DOCUMENT
I 'LL LOOK AT IT.
Q I'M REALLY CONSULTING YOUR MEMORY ABOUT WHAT HE SAID
TO YOU.
A WHAT HE SAID TO ME WAS THAT I SHOULD SOFTEN MY IMAGE
I SHOULD BE LESS HARD AND LESS PROFANE IN MY USE OF
UAGE. THOSE ARE THE THINGS I REMEMBER. ARROGANCE IS NOT



























APPRAISALS ALTHOUGH THERE MIGHT HAVE BEEN SOME COMMENT THERE.
Q MR. EPELBAUM IN 1982, JUST BEFORE YOUR PROPOSAL,
COUNSELED YOU AND SAID YOU HAD TO WORK ON INTERPERSONAL SKILLS,
DID HE NOT?
A YES.
Q DID YOU SAY, MR. EPELBAUM, OR DON,  HATEVER YOU CALLED
HIM, DID YOU SAY, DON,  HAT DO YOU MEAN? I'M NICE TO PEOPLE.
A I DON'T REMEMBER. I MAY HAVE ASKED MR. EPELBAUM FOR
SOME SPECIFICS. I DO REMEMBER THAT IN ALL OF THE CONVERSATIONS
THAT I HAD WITH PEOPLE ABOUT  Y ABRASIVENESS OR TYP -- THE
TYPICAL TERM I THINK WAS ABRASIVENESS, WAS THAT IT WAS,
GENERALLY SPEAKING, FAIRLY LACKING IN SPECIFICS.
0 IN SEPTEMBER OF 1982 YOU HAD BEEN -- YOU  ERE ON THE
LIST TO BE PROPOSED FOR A PARTNER, IS THAT CORRECT?
A IN SEPTEMBER OF 1982. YES.
Q AND AT THE END OF YOUR ST. LOUIS JOB YOU RECEIVED A
PERFORMANCE APPRAI AL, NOT PART OF THE PARTNERSHIP PROCESS
DIRECTLY, FROM MR. COFFEY, DID YOU NOT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q AND THAT PROPOSAL SAID OR THAT REVIEW SAID, "DEALING
EFFECTIVELY AND MOTIVATIONALLY WITH STAFF IS ANN'S PRIMARY
APPARENT WEAKNESS." DO YOU REMEMBER THAT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q IT HAD, "IT MAY BE THAT OUR STAFF IN ST. LOUIS ARE



























ANN NEEDS TO SHOW IMPROVEMENT ON TO BECOME A PARTNER." DO YOU
REMEMBER THAT?
A YES, I DO.
Q DO YOU REMEMBER, IN FACT, THAT WHEN THAT DOCUMENT
WITH THAT COMMENT CAME OUT THAT YOU WROTE, "I AGREE," BESIDE IT?
A I DO. I PARTICULARLY AGREED WITH THE FACT THAT THE
STAFF APPEARED TO BE SOMEWHAT CODDLED.
Q BUT THAT YOU HAD A WEAKNESS. THAT, I TA E IT, IT WAS
IMPORTANT FOR YOU TO BECOME A PARTNER AT PRICE WATERHOUSE, WAS
IT NOT?
A IT CERTAINLY WAS.
Q AND IF THAT WAS A WEAKNESS THAT YOU NEEDED TO SHOW
IMPROVEMENT IN IN ORDER TO BECOME A PARTNER AND YOU AGREED
WITH IT WHAT VMS IT THAT YOU THOUGHT YOU HAD TO DO?
A I HAD A CONVERSATION WITH MR. KRULWICH WITH RESPECT
TO THE RATE SHEET AND I ASKED HIM IF I SHOULD DO PERFORMANCE
EVALUATIONS OF ALL OF THE PEOPLE ON THE PROJECT, AND DISCUSSED
IT WITH MR. KRULWICH, SO I DID NOT ARGUE WITH THE COMMENT AND
I HOPED I WOULD HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY IN THE FUTURE TO WORK WITH
THE SAME GROUP AGAIN AND OVERCOME THE COMMENTS.
Q WHY DID YOU ESPECIALLY WRITE THE WORDS "I AGREE"
BESIDE THAT COMMENT?
A I DON'T REMEMBER.
Q THE COMMENT WENT ON, DID IT NOT? IT SAID, "THE



























NOTION WHAT MR. COFFEY WAS TALKING ABOUT?
A I SUSPECT MR. COFFEY WAS CONCERNED ABOUT MY ABILITY
TO GET ALONG WITH HIS STAFF.
Q HE SAID, "THE ST. LOUIS STAFF DID NOT ENJOY THEIR
EXPERIENCE ON THIS PROPOSAL."
A I THINK THAT'S PERFECTLY REASONABLE. I DIDN'T ENJOY
MY EXPERIENCE ON THAT PROPOSAL EITHER.
Q WASN'T IT YOUR TESTIMONY EARLIER THAT YOU THOUGHT
YOU GOT ALONG VERY WELL WITH THE PEOPLE IN ST. LOUIS WHEN YOU
WERE THERE?
A I DON'T KNOW. I GOT ALONG   I DIDN'T THINK I GOT
f\LONG WITH THEM BADLY. THERE WERE SO E THAT I GOT ALONG WITH
BETTER THAN OTHERS. MR. KLEINART AND I DIDN'T GET ALONG VERY
WELL.
Q THERE'S A PARTNER AT PRICE WATERHOUSE NAMED HARTZ
HO COMMENTED ON THE SHORT FORMS.
A MR. HARTZ, YES.
Q WHERE DID  R. HARTZ COME IN CONTACT WITH YOU?
A MR. HARTZ IS A PARTNER IN THE WASHINGTON PRACTICE
IFFICE OF PRICE WATERHOUSE, WHICH IS AN OFFICE DIFFERENT FROM
FHE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES. THE FIRST TIME I EVER
SAW MR. HARTZ WAS WHEN HE WAS WITH PRICE WATERHOUSE WHEN I
AS WITH TOUCHE ROSS AND WE WERE AT THE UNITED MINE WORKERS'
HEALTH AND RETIREMENT FUNDS. BOTH ORGANIZATIONS HAD THAT AS




























Q IT'S FAIR TO SAY THAT MR. HARTZ'S PRIMARY CONTACT
WITH YOU WAS IN ABOUT 1977 WHEN YOU WERE WITH ANOTHER FIRM 
IS THAT CORRECT?
A I DON'T KNOW. THAT'S WHAT I REMEMBER MOST ABOUT
R. HARTZ. I DON'T KNOW WHAT MR. HARTZ MIGHT REMEMBER MOST
ABOUT ME.
Q WHAT WOULD CAUSE MR. HARTZ THEN TO SAY, "SHE CAN
ALSO BE ABRASIVE IN DEALING WITH STAFF MEMBERS"? WHAT COULD
PUT THAT THOUGHT IN A MAN'S HEAD, THAT YOU KNOW OF?
A I THINK THAT HE COULD PICK IT UP FROM HEARSAY IN TERMS
OF DEALING WITH STAFF OF THE WASHINGTON PRACTICE OFFICE THAT
ORKED WITH THE STAFF IN OGS.
Q YOU WORKED WITH ANOTHER PARTNER FAIRLY EXTENSIVELY,
R. WHELAN, ON PREPARATION OF PROPOSAL FOR FMS-1, IS THAT
CORRECT?
A MR. WHEATON?
Q MR. WHE  N:. .
A NO, MR. WHEATON IS THE PARTNER IN CHARGE OF THE
WASHINGTON PRACTICE OFFICE. HE IS MR. HARTZ'S SUPERIOR, AND
THE O LY CONTEXT INT HICH I EVER REMEMBER WORKING FOR MR. WHEATOjN
WAS RELATED TO A PROPOSAL FOR THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA
TRANSIT AUTHORITY IN 1978 OR EARLY '79.
THE COURT: HE SAYS HE WORKED WITH YOU IN THE EARLY



























THE WITNESS: MR. WHEATON?
THE COURT: WHELAN.
THE WITNESS: I THOUGHT YOU ASKED ABOUT  R. WHEATON.
THE COURT: I THOUGHT PERHAPS YOU HEARD A DIFFERENT
NAME BETWEEN THE TWO OF YOU. I THINK HE'S TALKING ABOUT
MR. WHELAN, W-H-E-L-A-N.
THE WITNESS: MR. WHELAN IS A PARTNER IN THE -- HE
AS THEN IN THE BOSTON OFFICE OF PRICE WATERHOUSE. I UNDER¬
STAND HE'S IN ROCHESTER OR SOMETHING LIKE THAT NOW.
BY MR. TALLENT:
Q AND WHAT WAS YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH MR. WHELAN
WORKING ON THAT STAGE OF THE PROPOSAL?
A I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR GETTING THE PROPOSAL COMPLETED
<\ND HE WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR GETTING THE WORK PLAN AND RELATED
CTIVITY NETWORKS AND CHARTS DONE.
Q HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE YOUR WORKING RELATIONSHIP?
WHAT WAS YOUR PERCEPTION OF THAT WORKING RELATIONSHIP?
A WHAT WAS MY PERCEPTION OF IT? MR. WHELAN CAME DOWN
FROM BOSTON AND DEVELOPED THOSE PARTS OF THE PROPOSAL THAT HE
WAS SUPPOSED TO DEVELOP AND THEN WENT BACK TO BOSTON.
Q AS FAR AS YOU KNEW YOU HAD NO -- HE WOULD NOT HAVE
FOUND IT VERY UNPLEASANT TO WORK WITH YOU?
A I DON'T REMEMBER ANY UNPLEASANTNESS ABOUT IT.
Q ALL RIGHT. LET'S TAKE YOU TO MR. BLYTHE, WHO HAS



























A THAT S RIGHT. MR. BLYTHE WAS THE THIRD OF THE
PARTNERS INVOLVED IN THE FARMERS' HOME ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL.
Q MR. BLYTHE COMMENTS THAT, "ANN'S EXPOSURE TO ME ON
THE FARMERS' HOME ADMINISTRATION, DESPITE MANY NEGATIVE COMMENT 5
FROM OTHER PEOPLE INVOLVED, I THINK SHE DID A GREAT JOB." DO
YOU AGREE WITH HIS ASSESSMENT SO FAR?
A IT'S HARD FOR ME TO UNDERSTAND HOW MR. BLYTHE   I
GUESS HE'S SAYING I DID A GREAT JOB BECAUSE OF THE PROPOSAL,
FINE. I DON'T THINK MR. BLYTHE WAS INVOLVED TO THE EXTENT
THAT HE COULD ASSESS MUCH OF ANYTHING WITH REGARD TO THE WORK
THAT I DID IN ST. LOUIS.
Q HE  OULD NOT HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO OBSERVE YOU BEING
VERY ABRASIVE IN YOUR DEALINGS WITH STAFF?
A NOT AS I RECALL. I DON'T -- I MEAN HE MIGHT HAVE
PICKED IT UP BY HEARSAY, BUT --
Q WAS HE IN THE SAME OFFICE WITH YOU?
A IN THE SAME OFFICE? HE WAS IN THE SAME FLOOR OF THE
SAME OFFICE.
Q WAS HE FOR A PERIOD OF TIME THE PARTNER IN CHARGE
OF THAT PROPOSAL, AS YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED?
A THAT'S RIGHT. HE WAS FOR ABOUT THREE OR FOUR DAYS
OF THE WEEK.
Q WOULD HE HAVE IN THAT WEEK'S TIME AN OPPORTUNITY TO
TALK DIRECTLY TO THE PEOPLE INVOLVED AND TO WORK WITH THE




























THE COURT: WELL, NOW, I'M NOT   I DON'T WANT TO PRY
INTO YOUR PERSONAL AFFAIRS, BUT I'M CURIOUS. YOU GO OUT TO
THESE DIFFERENT CITIES WHERE THERE ARE PARTNERS, SOME QF WHOM  *
YOU DON T KNOW VERY WELL, YOU'RE JUST FIRST MEETING, RIGHT?
AND I ASSUME THAT QUITE PROPERLY YOU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE A GOOD
IMPRESSION ON THEM.
THE WITNESS: YES, SIR.
THE COURT: AND YOU'D LIKE TO FIND OUT WHAT KIND OF
GUYS THEY WERE.
THE WITNESS: SURE.
THE COURT: WELL, WHEN WORK WAS OVER DID THEY ASK YOU
TO THEIR HOUSE FOR DINNER WITH THEIR FAMILY?
THE WITNESS: NO. NORMALLY WHEN   I'M SORRY --
THE COURT: I'M WONDERING WHETHER YOU HAD ANY CHANCE -
THESE PEOPLE THAT ARE TALKING ABOUT YOUR AGGRESSIVENESS   HAD
ANY CHANCE TO GET TO KNOW THEM AS PEOPLE OR WAS IT ALL STRICTLY
THEY ALL WENT HOME OR WENT TO PLAY GOLF OR WENT TO WHAT --
THESE CLUB THINGS THAT THEY HAD, AND YOU JUST STAYED IN THE
OFFICE AND WORKED AND WERE KNOWN AS A WORKAHOLIC. I'M TRYING
TO FIND OUT WHAT WAS GOING ON?
THE WITNESS: NORMALLY WHAT WAS GOING ON WAS THAT
TOWARDS THE END OF THE WORK DAY IF WE WENT OUT TO DINNER THEN
WHOEVER WAS WORKING ON THE PROPOSAL I TOOK OUT TO DINNER. I


























WORKING. I WOULD TAKE THEM OUT TO DINNER.
130
THE COURT: TAKE THE STAFF OUT TO DINNER?
THE WITNESS: I WOULD TAKE THE STAFF OUT TO DINNER.
THE COURT: AND WOULD THEY COME ALONG, THESE PARTNERS,
OR WOULD THEY GO HOME?
THE WITNESS: NO, TYPICALLY THEY HAD GONE HOME.
THERE WAS   WHILE I WAS IN ST. LOUIS THERE WAS -- I THINK IT
WAS THE ANNUAL GOLF OUTING OR MAYBE ONE OF THOSE KINDS OF
EVENTS AND I WAS INVITED TO THE GOLF OUTING, AS I RECALL, BUT
BY AND LARGE THE SOCIAL INTERACTION WAS INITIATED BY ME TAKING
THE PROFESSIONAL STAFF WHO WERE STILL AROUND WORKING ON THE
PROPOSAL. ON A COUPLE OF OCCASIONS WE NEEDED, IN MY JUDGMENT,
TO GET EACH OF THE MEMBERS OF THE TECHNICAL STAFF AND THERE
WERE SOME 20 OR 30 PEOPLE INVOLVED IN THIS, TO DEVELOP THEIR  
TO WRITE THEIR OWN RESUMES TO A LEVEL OF DETAIL THAT ESSENTIALL
REQUIRED THAT EACH INDIVIDUAL DO IT THEMSELVES, SO I ASKED
BARRY BOEHM, WHO WAS THE PERSON WHO  AS RESPONSIBLE FOR JUST
ABOUT ANYTHING, I ASKED BARRY IF PERHAPS WE COULD HAVE A BEER
AND PIZZA PARTY AFTER HOURS. AND WHAT WE DID, WE ASKED PEOPLE
ON TWO CONSECUTIVE NIGHTS TO PICK A NIGHT AND WOULD THEY PLEASE
COME IN AND WRITE THEIR RESUMES AND WE HAD COOLERS FULL OF
BEER AND HAD PIZZA BROUGHT IN.
THE COURT: AND WAS THAT SORT OF A PATTERN IN THE
OTHER CITIES YOU WENT TO? I DON'T MEAN THE SAME THING, BUT




























THE WITNESS: I'M SORRY, I DON'T UNDERSTAND WHAT YOU
MEAN BY OTHER CITIES THAT I WENT TO. THAT'S THE ONLY TIME
THAT I EVER LEFT WASHINGTON TO DO SOMETHING OTHER THAN A
QUALITY CONTROL REVIEW OR, YOU KNOW, A PARTNER MANAGEMENT OR
SOMETHING.
THE COURT: I KNOW, BUT WHEN YOU WENT ON A QUALITY
CONTROL REVIEW YOU GOT SOME BAD VIBES. I WAS JUST WONDERING
WHAT WAS GOING ON.
THE WITNESS: ON THE QUALITY CONTROL REVIEWS WE
TENDED TO GO OUT TO DINNER WITH THE PARTNERS IN THE OFFICE
EVERY NIGHT. THAT WAS NOT THE CASE IN ST. LOUIS.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU. EXCUSE ME.
YOU SEE, I DON'T UNDERSTAND WHERE THEY HAD A QH NCE ..
TO KNOW THAT YOU WERE UNPLEASANT EXCEPT ON THE BASIS OF SOME¬
THING THAT SOMEBODY TOLD THEM. CERTAINLY THEY DIDN'T SIT
AROUND AND WATCH YOU WORK. THEY'RE PARTNERS. THEY'RE NOT
GOING TO GET INVOLVED IN WHAT YOU'RE DOING, ARE THEY? THEY'RE
AT THOSE OFFICES. THEY'RE WORKING ON THEIR OWN WORK AND YOU'RE
A VISITOR, RIGHT?
THE WITNESS: THAT'S CORRECT.
THE COURT: SO THEY WEREN'T SITTING WITH YOU DOING
THEIR WORK AND IF YOU WEREN'T SEEING THEM SOCIALLY HOW DID THEY
KNOW ANYTHING ABOUT WHAT YOU WERE DOING?



























ONJECTURE IS THAT THEY HAD THAT IMPRESSION SECONDHAND FROM
FHE STAFF.
THE COURT: BUT THEY'RE VERY DETAILED. THEY TALK
\BOUT YOUR LANGUAGE. THEY TALK ABOUT VERY PRECISE THINGS.
[ JUST WONDERED HOW THEY WOULD KNOW WHETHER YOU USED UNPRO-
rESSIONAL LANGUAGE OR WHETHER YOU CURSED TOO MUCH OR YOU
IERE TOO LOUD OR WHATEVER IT IS THEY'RE COMPLAINING ABOUT.
THE WITNESS: I DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S SOMETHING
HAT THE PARTNERS FROM ST. LOUIS COMMENTED ON.
THE COURT: WELL, SOME OF THE OTHERS DID. THEY WERE
/ORKING WITH YOU, THESE PEOPLE THAT HAD THESE PERSONAL REMARKS
iBOUT -- OF THAT KIND. THEY KNEW IT FIRSTHAND, DID THEY?
THE WITNESS: GENERALLY, GENERALLY I DON'T BELIEVE SO
k LOT OF THE TEAM THAT -- ON THE SHORT FORMS WERE PEOPLE THAT




Q YOU HAD EXTENSIVE CONTACT WITH MR. BEYER, DID YOU
IOT, PERSONAL AND DIRECT CONTACT IN THE OFFICE, LUNCH, HIS
IOME?
A I DON'T REMEMBER EVER BEING IN MR. BEYER'S HOME
:XCEPT I THINK I DELIVERED A PROPOSAL FOR HIM TO REVIEW IN
979 OR '80.





























Q YOU DEALT WITH HIM ON AN ALMOST DAILY BASIS SOME¬
TIMES?
A I MET WITH BEYER FREQUENTLY.
Q YOU HAD EXTENSIVE CONTACT WITH MR. EPELBAUM FROM, SAY,
ARCH, 1982 THROUGH JUNE, 1982 AS HE WAS TAKING OVER THE
ST. LOUIS PROJECT?
A I DON'T KNOW  HAT YOU MEAN BY EXTENSIVE, MR. TALLENT.
MR. EPELBAUM WAS IN EUROPE FOR A WEEK OR SO WITH MR. FELDMAN.
HE WAS COMMUTING BACK AND FORTH TO ST. LOUIS. I DID SEE
MR. EPELBAUM CERTAINLY WEEKLY, PROBABLY DAILY. WHEN HE WAS IN
TOWN I SAW A LOT OF MR. EPELBAUM.
Q WHEN YOU WERE WORKING WITH MR. KRULWICH YOU SAW OVER
THE YEARS A LOT OF MR. KRULWICH, DID YOU NOT?
A SURE. MR. KRULWICH HAD AN OFFICE NEXT DOOR TO MINE.
THERE WAS A PERIOD OF TIME  HEN I DIDN'T SEE ANYBODY BECAUSE
I W\S OUT OF THE COUNTRY A LONG TIME BUT I SAW MR. KRULWICH.
HE WAS NEXT DOOR TO MY OFFICE.
THE COURT: ARE THERE ANY COMMENTS FROM PARTNERS IN
THE FOREIGN OFFICES?
MR. TALLENT: I THINK NOT, YOUR HONOR. NONE THAT
I CAN THINK OF.




























M . TALLENT: I THINK NOT --
THE COURT: SIX AND NTNE MONTHS SHE SAID.
MR. TALLENT: I THINK THAT WOULD BE OFF AND ON.
THAT WOULD BE A VISIT HERE AND THERE.
THE COURT: WE HAVE TO FIND OUT. I GATHER SHE'S ON
THE ROAD A GREAT DEAL.
BY MR. TALLENT:
Q HOW MUCH TIME WERE YOU ACTUALLY OUT OF THE COUNTRY?
A I DON'T KNOW, A MONTH OR TWO A YEAR. BUT I'M NOT
SURE THAT THE INTERNATIONAL PARTNERS ARE PART OF THE PARTNER¬
SHIP PROCESS. I'M NOT SURE. I DON'T KNOW.
MR. TALLENT: I THINK THAT'S CORRECT. THAT THEY'RE
MOT PART OF THE PARTNERSHIP PROCESS.
THE COURT: YOU MEAN THEY'RE NOT PARTNERS?
MR. TALLENT: IT'S A DIFFERENT PARTNERSHIP, YOUR
HONOR. THE UNITED STATES PARTNERSHIP --
THE COURT: THEY'RE FOREIGN PARTNERS.
MR. TALLENT: FOREIGN PARTNERSHIPS.
BY MR. TALLENT:
Q MISS HOPKINS, BEFORE THE CLOSE OF YOUR EXAMINATION
3Y COUNSEL YOU STATED THAT YOU WERE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DEVELOP
HENT OF 40 OR 50 MILLION DOLLARS WORTH OF BUSINESS FOR PRICE
MATERHOUSE?
A I WAS A MAJOR CONTRIBUTOR.


























A I WAS THE PROJECT MANAGER RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
135
FOR
CERTAIN EFFORTS THAT RESULTED IN 30, 50, 50 MILLION DOLLARS
WORTH OF BUSINESS. THE ENTIRE TEAM OF PEOPLE ON ALL OF THE
EFFORTS THAT I WORKED ON WERE CONTRIBUTORS.
Q THAT INCLUDED PARTNERS AND OTHER SENIOR MANAGERS,
IS THAT CORRECT, ON THOSE TEAMS?
A GENERALLY SPEAKING, I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR IT AT THE
PROJECT MANAGER LEVEL. THE PARTNER WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR IT AT
E PARTNER LEVEL. IF YOU WANT TO ATTRIBUTE A PROJECT TO ITS
RTNER THEN THE PARTNERS WOULD HAVE VARIED FROM THE PARTNER
THE FAR ERS' HOME ADMINSTRATION, WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN
. COFFEY, THE PARTNER ON THE STATE WORK  OULD HAVE BEEN MR.
Q THE PARTNER ON THE BIA WOULD HAVE BEEN?
A MR. KRULWICH, THAT'S CORRECT, BUT THEY WERE TEAM
RTS AND I WAS THE PROJECT MANAGER RESPONSIBLE FOR THE TEAM
Q BUT YOU HAD PROFESSIONALS WHO WERE PAID THE SAME AS
WERE AND ESSENTIALLY THE SAME TITLES, AM I CORRECT,
ING SIDE BY SIDE?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q AND BROUGHT TO THE PROJECT THE SAME SKILLS?
A THAT'S RIGHT, BUT THEY WERE NOT THE PROJECT MANAGER
THE PROJECT.
































WHEN YOU PUT TOGETHER A PROPOSAL  THAT'S A PROPOSAL
SOME WORK FOR THE GOVERNMENT IN THE FUTURE, IS THAT
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF THAT WHO YOU WERE GOING
PROPOSE TO BE THE PRINCIPAL LEADER OF THAT PROJECT IN THE
HJTURF?
A THE -- IT DEPENDS. EVERY REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS THAT
HE GOVERNMENT PREPARES OR AT LEAST EVERYONE THAT I HAVE EVER
,EEN HAD A SET OF EVALUATION CRITERIA BY WHICH THEY WOULD
IVALU  E THE PROPOSALS THAT WERE SUBMITTED RESPONSES TO THE
:EQUEST FOR PROPOSALS. SOMETIMES THE PROPOSED PROJECT MANAGER
S THE MOST IMPORTANT CONSIDERATION. SOMETIMES IT IS THE
IISTORICAL EXPERIENCE OF THE FIRM. SOMETIMES IT MAY BE THE
INDERSTANDING OF THE CLIENT PROBLEM. IT VARIES FROM PROPOSAL
0 PROPOSAL.
Q IT'S TRUE, ISN'T IT, THAT IN -- AS YOU CAME UP TO THE
'ROPOSAL STAGE IN FSM-1 THAT MR. BEYER TOLD YOU THAT THE STATE
EPARTMENT HAD AS ED THAT YOU NOT BE PROPOSED AS THE PROJECT
IANAGER FOR FMS-2?
A THAT'S NOT CORRECT.
Q THAT'S NOT TRUE?
A NO. MR. BEYER TOLD ME THAT PRICE WATERHOUSE WAS



























BUT THAT I WAS NOT GOING TO BE THE PROPOSED PROJECT MANAGER
AND HE TOLD ME TO WRITE MYSELF IN IN AN ADMINISTRATIVE
TRANSITIONAL KIND OF POSITION.
Q WHAT WAS YOUR REACTION?
A I WAS INITIALLY -- I WAS SHOCKED, AND THEN I TRIED
TO FIGURE OUT HOW I COULD WRITE THE PROPOSAL SOME OTHER WAY
ND MEET HIS OBJECTIVES AND THEN I WENT ON AND DID MY JOB.
Q YOU SAY YOU WROTE THE PROPOSAL. HOW BIG WAS THIS
PROPOSAL THAT YOU WROTE?
A I DIDN'T WRITE THE PROPOSAL. THE PROPOSAL WAS WRITTEN
BY A TEAM. I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE TEAM. THE PROPOSAL WAS -
THAT BLACK BINDER OVER THERE -- THE PROPOSAL WAS TWO VOLUMES
AiBOUT THAT SIZE, THAT IS, ABOUT THIS THICK. COPIED ON BOTH
SIDES OF THE PAGE, AS I RECALL. SO IT WAS ABOUT THAT THICK.
Q HOW MUCH OF THAT WAS TECHNICAL PROPOSAL?




Q WHO WROTE MOST OF THE TECHNICAL PROPOSAL?
A I DON'T EVEN KNOWHOW TO ANSWER THAT QUESTION. THE
ROPOSAL WAS WRITTEN BY A TEAM OF PEOPLE. THERE WERE VERY
EW WORDS IN ANY SECTION THAT HADN T BEEN TRACKED THROUGH BY
FWO OR THREE PEOPLE ON THE TEAM FOR VARIOUS REASONS.



























TEAM SHOULD RECEIVE SOME CREDIT?
A THE PROPOSAL WAS WRITTEN BY A TEAM.
Q WHEN YOU -- YOU RESIGNED FROM PRICE WATERHOUSE IN
DECE BE  OF 1983, IS THAT CORRECT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
Q HAD ANYBODY ASKED YOU TO RESIGN?
A HAD ANYONE ASKED ME TO RESIGN?
Q YES. IT'S AN EASY ENOUGH QUESTION.
A MR. EPELBAUM SUGGESTED THAT I -- AT ONE POINT, THAT
I TAKE AN OPTION THAT HAD PREVIOUSLY BEEN OFFERED AND WHEN
THAT OFFER HAD BEEN MADE -- WHEN THAT OPTION HAD BEEN IDENTI¬
FIED IN THE FIRST PLACE HE SUGGESTED THAT I TAKE IT IF THE  
IT SEEMED LIKE A GOOD IDEA. BUT NOBODY TOLD ME TO QUIT.
THE COURT: THEY SAID YOU COULD STAY AND NOT BE A
PARTNER YOU COULD STAY AND HOPE THE LIGHTNI G WOULD STRIKE
AND YOU WOULDWORK FOR MAC VEAGH OR YOU COULD QUIT.
THE WITNESS: THAT'S CORRECT. I MEAN NOBODY TOLD ME
TO QUIT THE OPTIONS DIDN'T LOOK VERY DESIRABLE TO ME.
BY MR. TALLENT:
0 AND THOSE OPTIONS WERE MADE IN AUGUST AND YOU WORKED
UNTIL DECEMBER, IS THAT CORRECT?
A I WORKED UNTIL JANUARY.
Q NOW, DO YOU HAVE ANY CONTENTIONS THAT CO TINUE TO
PERSIST IN THIS LAWSUIT THAT YOU WERE TREATED I  SOME WAY



























A DO I HAVE ANY CONTENTIONS? THERE WERE A  UMBER OF
PEOPLE WHO WERE REVIEWING MY WORK FREQUENTLY, FAST AND
FURIOUSLY IN THE TIME PERIOD THAT INCLUDED FROM AUGUST UNTIL
I RESIGNED. THE REVIEWS WERE NOT USEFUL AND THEY WERE NOT
HELPFUL AND THEY WERE NOT PRODUCTIVE AND THEY WERE DISRUPTIVE.
Q WHO WAS REVIEWING YOUR WORK?
A MR. WARDER OR PEOPLE DESIGNATED BY MR. WARDER.
THE COURT: WELL, NOW, IS THE ISSUE IN THE CASE --
I'M ASKING THE PLAINTIFF -- OF RETALIATION OR IS IT NOT?
YOU'VE PRESENTED NO RETALIATION ON HER TESTIMONY.
MR. HELLER: WE ARE NOT PRESENTING ANY RETALIATION
BUT WE -- I THINK THE ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION IS PART OF THE
NARRATIVE OF HER LEAVING.
THE COURT: NO. IT V S BROUGHT UP BY DEFENSE COUNSEL
<\SKING IN A POLITE WAY, BUT I WANT TO BRING IT OUT ON THE
ABLE, IS SHE T LKING ABOUT RETALIATION OR ISN'T SHE?
MR. HELLER: SHE IS NOT TALKING ABOUT RETALIATION.
THE COURT: I HAD UNDERSTOOD THAT IT HAD BEEN WITH¬
DRAWN .
MR. HELLER: I WANT TO BE PRECISE ABOUT THAT THOUGH.
R. TALLENT IS IN AN AREA WHERE WE DO BELIEVE THAT THERE WAS
KIND OF CONFIRMING SET OF ACTIONS ABOUT NOT HAVING RE-PROPOS C
HER, THAT WE THINK THERE WAS AN ATTEMPT TO JUSTIFY THAT BY A
LOT OF LATE DOWN REVIEWS OF HER WORK.



























THE COURT: AFTER THE FACT.
MR. HELLER: YES. WELL, THEY STARTED IN THE SUMMER
AND THEY WENT THROUGH THE TIME WHEN THE PARTNERSHIP MEETING --
I WANT TO BE CLEAR ABOUT THAT.
THE COURT: I UNDERSTAND THAT. YOU SAY THEY WERE
MAKING A RECORD AFTER THE EVENT.
MR. HELLER: YES.
THE COURT: YOU'RE NOT RETALIATED. I JUST WANT TO
KNOW WHAT I'M TRYING.
BY MR. TALLENT:
Q LET'S BE PRECISE ABOUT IT, MISS HOPKINS. AFTER YOUR
MEETING IN AUGUST YOUR PROJECT WAS REVIEWED BY WHO?
A BY MR. -- MY PROJECT WAS REVIEWED BY MR. WARDER.
Q WAS THAT A SECOND PARTNER REVIEW?
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q AND THAT TOOK A MATTER OF HOURS, DID IT NOT?
A IT TOOK HIM A MATTER OF HOURS. IT DID NOT TAKE THE
PROJECT TEAM IN TERMS OF COPING WITH THE AFTERMATH OF HIS
REVIEW JUST A MATTER OF HOURS.
Q I'M TALKING ABOUT THE REVIEW IN THE FALL.
A I UNDERSTAND. BASED ON THE REVIEW IN THE FALL THE
PROJECT TEAM HAD TO PREPARE FOR THE REVIEW, GO THROUGH THE
REVIE , THEN THE PROJECT TEAM HAD TO DEAL WITH MR. NEARY,
WHO AT MR. WARDER'S INSISTANCE, CAME IN TO REVIEW IT.



























A MR. PAUL NEARY, A SENIOR MANAGER WHO WORKS ON THE
-MS PROJECT WHO, BECAUSE MR. WARDER SAID I WAS NOT KNOW-
.EDGEABLE ENOUGH IN THE AREA OF WANG, HE SUGGESTED THAT A
NOWLEDGEABLE WANG   A WANG TECHNICALLY COMPETENT PERSON
:OME IN AND REVIEW THE DESIGN. MR. NEARY WAS IN FOR A DAY
)R TWO AND MY PROJECT STAFF HAD TO ANSWER QUESTIONS AND DEAL
/ITH HIM WHILE HE REVIEWED THE DESIGN.
Q OKAY. THAT'S TWO. ANY OTHER REVIEWS?
A MR. WARDER ALSO SUGGESTED THAT --
Q DID MR. WARDER SUGGEST THIS TO YOU? I WANT TO KNOW
IOW YOU GOT WARDER IN THIS.
A PARDON?
Q HOW DO YOU KNOW MR. WARDER WAS MAKING THESE
UGGESTIONS?
A THERE'S PROBABLY A MEMORANDU  IN THE REMS PROJECT
ILE SOMEWHERE THAT SAID MR. WARDER SUGGESTED THAT THESE THINGS
E DONE AND THEN THE PROJECT TEAM AT MY DIRECTION DID THEM.
Q I SEE. THIS IS ALL STEMMING FROM THE WARDER REVIEW,
NE REVIEW.
A THAT PARTICULAR ONE, YES. I DON'T REMEMBER WHEN THE
EVIEW OF THE WORK PLAN WAS BUT THERE WERE A BUNCH OF ACTIVITY
ELATED TO THE WORK PLAN. I THINK THAT MR. WARDER ALSO
UGGESTED THAT THE VARIOUS END PRODUCTSBE SUMITTED TO THE
LI ENT AND THAT THE CLIENT BE REQUESTED TO HAVE AN INDEPENDENT



























LEDGE, WE GAVE CERTAIN END PRODUCTS TO THE REMS CONTRACTING
OFFICER'S TECHNICAL REPRESENTATIVE AND THE REMS CONTRACTING
OFFICER'S TECHNICAL REPRESENTATIVE HAD IT REVIEWED BY SOME¬
BODY FROM THE INFORMATION SECURITY OFFICE IN THE DEPARTMENT
OF STATE AND THE FMS CONTRACTING OFFICER'S TECHNICAL REPRESEN¬
TATIVE HAD IT REVIEWED BY AN OUTSIDE CONSULTANT AND ALL OF
THOSE REVIEWS WHICH TOOK PLACE IN, I DON'T KNOW, SEPTE BER,
OCTOBER TIMEFRAME, I THINK THE FINAL LETTER ON THE FINAL REVIEW
ARRIVED AROUND THE 8TH OF JANUARY.
Q AND INDEED ALL OF THOSE LATER REVIEWS IN THE FALL
TURNED OUT JUST FINE, DIDN'T THEY? THE PROJECT WAS REVIEWED
QUITE FAVORABLY?
A THE REVIEWS UNCOVERED NOTHING.
Q THAT'S THE EQUIVALENT OF A FAVORABLE REVIEW, I TAKE
IT, IF YOU UNCOVERED NOTHING WRONG?
A NO. ACTUALLY YOU CAN WRITE A REVIEW IN WHICH YOU
CAN POINT AT A LOT OF POSSIBLE DEFICIENCIES AND THEN WIND UP
NOT FINDING THEM, SO --
Q WAS MR. WARDER'S REVIEW THAT KIND OF REVIEW, IN THE
FALL?
A IN THE FALL MR. WARDER'S REV IEWS WERE NOT HELPFUL,
LET'S PUT IT THAT WAY.
0 LET'S CHARACTERIZE   I'D LIKE TO HEAR ABOUT WARDER'S
REVIEW IN THE FALL.



























THE PRO ECT WORK PLAN IN THE TIMEFRAME BETWEEN AUGUST,
SEPTEMBER AND OCTOBER, NOVEMBER.
Q AND WAS THAT -- DID HE FIND ANYTHING WRONG WITH THE
WORK PLAN?
A I THINK THERE WAS AT LEAST ONE MEETING ON THAT
SUBJECT THAT WAS DO NRIGHT HOSTILE TO THE EXTENT THAT THE TWO
MANAGERS WHO WORKED FOR ME COMMENTED ON IT.
Q WHO WERE THE TWO MANAGERS THAT WORKED FOR YOU?
A MISS KINSEY AND MR. BARSCHDORF.
Q AND YOU'RE SURE THIS IS IN THE FALL?
A YES, SIR. I'  AS SURE AS ANYTHING. THE REVIEW IN
THE SPRING, MR. TALLENT, WAS A REVIEW OF THE WORK PAPERS.
Q WHICH PARTNER AT OGS DID YOU SPEND THE MOST TIME
WITH OVER YOUR CAREER, IN A PROFESSIONAL MANNER?
A I DON'T KNOW. PROBABLY MR. BEYER.
Q DO YOU UNDERSTAND THAT MR. BEYER SUPPORTED YOUR
PARTNERSHIP?
A MR. BEYER TOLD ME THAT HE SUPPORTED MY CANDIDACY
THE FIRST TIME AROUND.
Q AND DID HE CONTINUE TO BE YOUR SUPPORTER IN PARTNER¬
SHIP PROCEEDINGS THEREAFTER?
A MR. BEYER SAID THAT.
Q YOU'VE HAD A LOT OF VIEWS AT ALL THE PAPERS AND




























A WITHOUT REGARD TO SEEING THE PAPERS AND RECORDS OF
PRICE WATERHOUSE, IN TERMS OF THE WAY MR. BEYER CONDUCTED
HIMSELF VISAVrSMR. WARDER AND THE VARIOUS REVIEWS THROUGHOUT','
THE EARLY SUMMER AND INTO THE FALL OF 1983 MR. BEYER DID NOT
GIVE ME THE IMPRESSION THAT HE WAS SUPPORTIVE, LET ALONE
SUPPORTING.
MR. TALLENT: NOTHING FURTHER, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: ANY RE-DIRECT?
MR. HELLER: JUST A MOMENT, YOUR HONOR.
RE-DIRECT EXA INATION
BY MR. HELLER:
Q JUST TO BE CLEAR, MISS HOPKINS, HOW  ANY REVIE S BY
MR. WARDER OF VARIOUS PARTS OF THE REMS PROJECT WERE THERE
OVER THE SUMMER AND FALL OF 1983?
A TO MAKE THIS CLEAR, LET ME STEP BACK JUST A LITTLE
BIT AND GO INTO THE SPRING OF  83.
Q ALL RIGHT. TAKE THE SPRING BUT TRY AND GIVE ME A
NUMBER, IF YOU CAN.
A AT MY REQUEST THE FIRST REVIEW   ALL REVIEW WORK
THAT TOOK PLACE PRIOR TO THE 1ST OF JUNE OF 1983 WAS DONE AT
MY REQUEST BECAUSE I WAS HAVING SOME TECHNICAL DIFFICULTIES
WITH REGARD TO THE WORK THAT WAS BEING DONE.
Q ALL RIGHT. AFTER THAT. AND THAT WAS MR. WARDER TOO?
A THAT WAS MR. WARDER. I ALSO HAD SOME INTERACTIONS



























FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN THAT RESPECT. AFTER THE 1ST OF
JUNE MR. WARDER WAS REVIEWING THE PROJECT IN HIS CAPACITY AS
4 SECOND PARTNER REVIEW. HE DID A REVIEW OF THE WORK PAPERS.
THAT'S ONE. HE DID A REVIEW OF THE WORK PLAN. THAT'S TWO.
\ND HE DID A REVIEW
HAT'S THREE.
HE DID A REVIEW OF THE DESIGN DOCUMENTS
Q ALL RIGHT. AND IN ADDITION SUGGESTED A REVIEW BY
THE STATE DEPARTMENT ITSELF?
A OF THE DESIGN DOCUMENTATION  THAT'S CORRECT.
Q AND BROUGHT IN MR. NEARY, IS THAT CORRECT?
A AND BROUGHT IN MR. NEARY.
Q AND ALL OF THIS FINALLY ENDED UP THUMBS UP, IS THAT
lORRECT?
A THAT'S CORRECT.
MR. HELLER: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS.
THE COURT: WE'LL TAKE TEN MINUTES.
I M GOING TO HAVE TO CLOSE DOWN TODAY ABOUT 4:15, SO
/E'LL HAVE ABOUT AN HOUR WHEN I COME BACK.
(BRIEF RECESS)
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, OUR NEXT WITNESS IS
4R. ROBERT FELDMAN.
ROGE  FELDMAN,
ING APPEARED AS A WITNESS ON BEHALF OF THE PLAINTIFF, AND






























Q WOULD YOU STATE YOUR NAME AND POSITION, PLEASE?
A I'M ROGER FELDMAN. I'M THE COMPTROLLER OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE.
Q HOW LONG HAVE YOU SERVED AS COMPTROLLER?
A FIVE AND A HALF YEARS.
Q AND AS COMPTROLLER YOU'RE ON THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
LEVEL AT STATE?
A YES, SIR.
Q THERE'S BEEN SOME TESTIMONY ABOUT THE FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT OF STATE. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH
THAT?
A YES, I AM.
Q WHAT IS YOUR ROLE WITH FMS?
A WELL, THE PRINCIPAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE CONDUCT
OF THAT PROJECT RESTS IN MY OFFICE. AND IT IS MY STAFF THAT'S
IN THE LEAD ON THAT PROJECT. THE GOVERNMENT'S CONTRACTING
OFFICER'S TECHNICAL REPRESENTATIVE IS ON THE STAFF IN ONE OF
MY DIVISIONS.
Q DO YOU KNOW ANN HOP INS?
A YES, I DO.
Q DO YOU RECALL WHEN THE FMS PROJECT WAS INITIALLY OUT



























HATELY, IN LINE FOR A FLY OFF?
A YES, THAT'S CORRECT.
Q CAN YOU DESCRIBE THE ROLE THAT ANN HOPKINS PLAYED
IN GETTING A FLY OFF POSITION FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE? FROM
THE STATE DEPARTMENT'S PERSPECTIVE.
A WE -- THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM WAS A VERY
LARGE WORLDWIDE PROJECT OF VERY GREAT COMPLEXITY AND WE HAD
BROKEN UP THE PROJECT INTO TWO STAGES, ONE IN WHICH WE HAD
WIDE OPEN COMPETITION, THE FIRST STAGE, WHICH WE WOULD SELECT
TWO CONTRACTORS WHO WOULD WORK COMPETITIVELY THROUGH THE USER
REQUIREMENTS AND THE CONCEPTUAL DESIGN PHASE, AND THEN THOSE
TWO CONTRACTORS WOULD COMPETE AGAINST EACH OTHER FOR THE FINAL
IMPLEMENTATION. PRICE WATERHOUSE WAS ONE OF THE ORIGINAL
PROPOSERS FOR THE FIRST PHASE AND ANN HOPKINS WAS PROPOSED AS
THE PROJECT MANAGER FOR THAT FIRST PHASE.
Q DID STATE, IN FACT, ACCEPT --
A YES, THE TWO CONTRACTORS WHO WON THE COMPETITION WERE
PRICE  ATERHOUSE AND AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS.
Q WAS THE FACT THAT ANN HOPKINS HAD BEEN PROPOSED AS
A PROJECT MANAGER AT ALL INSTRU ENTAL IN STATE'S DECISION
MAKING PROCESS?
A IT IT MY UNDERSTANDING THAT THE COMMITTEE AND TEAM TH|\
DETERMINED THE SELECTION WAS VERY FAVORABLY IMPRESSED WITH
HER PERFORMANCE DURING THE ORALS AND ALSO WAS VERY FAVORABLY




























Q NOW, HOW LONG APPROXIMATELY DID THE FLY OFF LAST
BETWEEN PRICE WATERHOUSE AND AMA?
A I THINK IT WAS APPROXIMATELY TWO YEARS.
Q ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH ANN HOPKINS' PERFORMANCE AS
PROJECT
OFF?
MANAGER FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE AS AN ENTRY IN THAT FLY
A YES .
Q HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE HER PERFORMANCE?
A I WOULD SAY IT WAS EXCELLENT.
Q DO YOU RECALL WHO WAS PRICE WATERHOUSE'S ENGAGEMENT
PARTNER INITIALLY ON FLY OFF?
A THE INITIAL PARTNER WAS BEN WARDER.
Q AT ANY POINT DURING THE TWO YEAR PERIOD DID THE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE MAKE ANY REQUEST OF PRICE WATERHOUSE
CONCERNING MR. WARDER?
A YES. I BELIEVE THAT MR. GULLI, WHO AT THAT TIME
WAS DIRECTOR OF FINANCIAL SYSTEMS AND PRINCIPALLY IN CHARGE
OF THE CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT, AS ED PRICE WATERHOUSE TO
REMOVE MR. WARDER FROM THE PROJECT.
Q DO YOU KNOW WHY THAT WAS?
A I THINK IT WAS A COMBINATION OF FACTORS. IT HAD TO
DO WITH HIS PERFORMANCE, ATTITUDE, HIS PRESENTATION, AND THE




























Q COULD YOU DESCRIBE HOW CLOSELY YOU AND YOUR STAFF
WORKED WITH MEMBERS OF THE PRICE WATERHOUSE PROJECT TEAM
DURING THE FLY OFF?
A WELL, MY STAFF NATURALLY WOULD WORK ALMOST EVERY
SINGLE DAY WITH THE PROJECT TEAM. MYSELF, I WOULD MEET QUITE
REGULARLY, SOMETIMES WEEKLY, SOMETIMES BI- EEKLY, DEPENDING
ON EVENTS AND NEEDS AND MY SCHEDULE.
Q DURING THIS TWO YEAR PERIOD OF THE COMPETITION WHEN
ANN HOPKINS WAS MANAGING THE PRICE WATERHOUSE ENTRY DID YOU
EVER HEAR DIRECTLY FROM HER STAFF AT PRICE WATERHOUSE OR
INDIRECTLY THROUGH YOUR STAFF ANY COMMENTS THAT SUGGESTED THAT
MISS HOPKINS WAS IN ANY WAY ABUSIVE OR DICTATORIAL OR UNFAIR
IN HER DEALINGS WITH HER STAFF?
A NO, SIR.
Q AT THE END OF FMS-2, THE CONTRACT FOR IMPLEMENTATION
WAS AWARDED TO PRICE WATERHOUSE, IS THAT CORRECT?
A YES .
0 AND A PARTNER WAS PROPOSED TO BE PROJECT MANAGER ON
FMS-2?
A THAT S CORRECT.
Q DO YOU KNOW WHETHER YOUR STAFF WAS AT ALL INVOLVED
IN SUGGESTING THAT A PARTNER BE ON FMS-2?
A IT IS -- I BELIEVE THAT THEY HAD DISCUSSIONS WITH
REGARD TO THE MERITS OF HAVING A PARTNER AS THE PROJECT



























PRESTIGE TO THE CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT, THAT THE PROJECT WAS
GOING TO REACH A DIMENSION THAT WAS VERY LARGE IN ANYBODY'S
TERMS OF ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE, AND THAT THERE WOULD BE
A NEED TO REQUIRE TOP FLIGHT TALENT TO BE BROUGHT FORTH FROM
THROUGHOUT THE FIRM AND THAT A PARTNER WOULD BE PRESUMABLY




DID THE DECISION TO GO WITH THE PARTNER'S PROJECT
ON STAGE 2 REFLECT ANY DISSATISFACTION AT ALL WITH
HOPKINS  PERFORMANCE AS AS PROJECT MANAGER ON STAGE 1?
A NOT TO MY OPINION.
Q HOW FREQUENTLY WOULD YOU HAVE PROFESSIONAL DEALINGS
ITH MISS HOPKINS OVER THIS TWO YEAR PERIOD?
A I WOULD HAVE TO SAY PRETTY CLOSE TO WEEKLY. I'M
SURE THERE WERE PERIODS WHERE IT  AS LESS THAN THAT BUT AS A
GENERAL RULE I WOULD SAY IT WAS CLOSE TO WEEKLY.
Q DID YOU FIND IT AT ALL DIFFICULT TO DEAL WITH HER?
A NO, SIR.
Q HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE HER?
A I WOULD DESCRIBE ANN AS EXTREMELY COMPETENT,
INTELLIGENT, A VERY CAPABLE PERSON. STRONG AND FORTHRIGHT,
VERY PRODUCTIVE, ENERGETIC AND CREATIVE.
Q DID SHE HAVE A SENSE OF HUMOR?
A YES .



























SYSTEM PROJECT AT STATE?
A YES, I AM.
Q WERE YOU FAMILIAR WITH ANN HOPKINS' PERFORMANCE ON
REMS WHEN SHE SERVED AS PROJECT MANAGER THERE FROM, SAY,
OCTOBER OF '82 THROUGH JANUARY OF '84?
A YES, I WAS.
Q NOW, DURING THAT PERIOD ON REMS DID YOU EVER HEAR
AGAIN DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY THAT MISS HOPKINS WAS IN ANY WAY
UNFAIR IN HER DEALINGS WITH HER STAFF?
A NO, I NEVER DID.
Q WHAT WAS STATE S REACTION TO THE NEWS THAT MISS
HOPKINS WOULD BE LEAVING PRICE WATERHOUSE AND THEREBY LEAVING
THE REMS' JOB?
MR. TALLENT: YOUR HONOR, I'M GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT
AS BEING IRRELEVANT TO ANY ISSUE BEFORE THE COURT.
THE COURT: I THINK IT IS, UNLESS IT WAS CONVEYED TO
PRICE WATERHOUSE AT ANY TIME. I DON'T KNOW WHAT DATE YOU'RE
TALKING ABOUT. SHE WAS THINKING ABOUT LEAVING OVER A PERIOD
OF TIME PERHAPS YOU CAN MAKE IT MORE POINTED.
MR. HURON: I'LL WITHDRAW THE QUESTION, YOUR HONOR.
BY MR. HURON:
Q HAVE PEOPLE -- DO YOU KNOW PEOPLE WHO ARE PARTNERS
PRICE WATERHOUSE WHO HAVE WORKED ON FMS?
A YES .



























THESE PARTNERS IN TERMS OF THEIR WORKING ON THE JOB?
A YES.
MR. TALLENT: YOUR HONOR, I'M GOING TO OBJECT TO
THIS LINE OF QUESTIONING. I DON'T THINK IT'S RELEVANT.
THE COURT: WELL, THE ISSUE ISN'T IN THIS CASE, AS
I UNDERSTAND IT. I TAKE IT IT IS NOT AN ISSUE IN THIS CASE
THAT LESS COMPETENT PEOPLE WERE SELECTED AS PARTNERS THAN YOUR
CLIENT. IT S NOT THAT KIND OF A CASE. YOU MADE NO SUCH CLAIM
MR. HURON: WELL, YOUR HONOR, THAT S CORRECT. I
THINK -- WE WANT TO MAKE IT CLEAR THAT SHE WAS A VERY COMPETENT
INDIVIDUAL BUT I THINK THAT IS CLEAR.
THE COURT: WELL, I THINK YOU HAVE ESTABLISHED THE
RECORD. I DIDN'T UNDERSTAND HER COMPETENCE AFTER THIS MORNING'
COLLOQUY WAS IN DOUBT.
BY MR. HURON:
Q DO YOU KNOW ANN HOPKINS PERSONALLY, MR. FELDMAN?
HAVE YOU EVER SOCIALIZED WITH HER?
A WE HAVE SOCIALIZED AT LIKE CHRISTMAS PARTIES AND
THINGS OF THAT SORT.
Q DO YOU LIKE HER?
A YES.
MR. HURON: ONE MOMENT, PLEASE.
NOTHING FURTHER, YOUR HONOR.
MR. TALLENT: NO QUESTIONS, YOUR HONOR.



























THE WITNESS: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR.
MR. HELLER: MR. LAMB, YOUR HONOR.
MAY I GO OUT AND GET HIM?
THE COURT: YES, CERTAINLY. THE BAILIFF WILL GET HIM
FOR YOU.
WHAT'S THE MAN'S NAME?
MR. HELLER:  R. LAMB.
THE COURT: L-A-N-D?
MR. HELLER: L-A-M-B.
THE COURT: L-A-M-B. LAMB. NOT TO THE SLAUGHTER, I
PRESUME.
MR. HELLER: THAT'S UP TO YOUR HONOR.
ROBERT LAMB,
HAVING APPEARED AS A WITNESS ON BEHALF OF THE PLAINTIFF, AND




Q MR. LAMB,  ILL YOU STATE YOUR FULL NAME FOR THE RECORD
AND YOUR PRESENT POSITION?
A ROBERT DAVID LAMB, AND I'M THE ASSISTANCE SECRETARY
OF THE ADMINISTRATION AND SECURITY AT THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE.
Q HOW LONG HAVE YOU HELD THAT POSITION?



























0 WHAT  AS YOUR POSITION BEFORE THAT?
A
EMBASSY
ADMINISTRATIVE COUNSELOR IN THE EMBASSY, AMERICAN
IN BONN, GERMANY.
Q HOW LONG HAD YOU BEEN THERE?
A FROM OCTOBER, 1979 UNTIL SEPTEMBER OF '83.
Q DO YOU KNOW THE PLAINTIFF IN THIS CASE, ANN HOPKINS?
A YES, I DO.
Q DID THOSE TWO POSITIONS ENCOMPASS THE TIME THAT YOU'VE
HER?
A YES, THEY DO.
Q WHEN DID YOU FIRST MEET  MISS HOPKINS, IN WHAT
ITY?
A I FIRST MET HER WHEN I WAS THE AD INISTRATIVE
COUNSELC)R IN BONN AND SHE WAS WORKING FOR PRICE WATERHOUSE AS
PROJECT MANAGER FOR THE FMS SYSTEM.
0 ALL RIGHT. HOW DID YOU COME TO MEET HER THEN?
A
UNCLEAR
SHE -- I THINK I FIRST MET HER IN BONN. IT'S A LITTLE
IN MY MEMORY AT THIS POINT BECAUSE I WORKED WITH HER
BOTH IN WASHINGTON AND IN BONN EXTENSIVELY DURING THAT PERIOD.
Q WHAT WAS THE NATURE OF YOUR CONTACT WITH HER IN BONN
AND THEN WHAT WAS THE NATURE OF YOUR CONTACT WITH HER IN
WASHINGTON?
A YES. SHE HEADED UP PRICE V/ATERHOUSE TEAMS THAT CA E
TO BONN LOOKING INTO THE FINANCIAL SERVICES THAT THE EMBASSY




























Q ALL RIGHT. AND IN  /ASHINGTON?
A IN WASHINGTON I CAME BACK ON SEVERAL OCCASIONS AS
ART OF A STEERING GROUP THAT REVIEWED THE WORK OF THE TWO
ONTRACTING FIRMS ON THE DESIGN OF THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
YSTEM PROPOSAL.
Q ALL RIGHT. CAN YOU GIVE ME AN ESTIMATE OF THE AMOUNT
F TIME YOU SPENT WITH MISS HOPKINS IN THESE TV/O CAPACITIES?
A WEEKS, SEVE AL  EEKS. WHEN SHE CAME TO BONN SHE
OULD CO E FOR PROBABLY DIFFERENT LENGTHS AT DIFFERENT TIMES
UT SHE WOULD COME FOR A WEEK OR TWO. WHEN I CAME BACK HERE
WOULD COME BACK FOR A WEEK OR TWO. IT WAS VERY INTENSE,
NTENSE SESSIONS, AND WE SPENT A LOT OF TIME TOGETHER IN BOTH
PACITIES.
Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, DURING THE COURSE OF THOSE SESSIONS
TAKE IT YOU HAD A CHANCE TO FORM AN ESTIMATE OF HER AS THE
EAD OF THE PROJECT TEAM WHICH SHE WAS ON THEN, IS THAT
A YES, I DID.
Q ALL RIGHT. AND DID YOU SEE HER WORKING  ITH THE STAFF
WELL OF THAT TEAM?
A YES. YES, I DID.
Q CAN YOU JUST TELL ME BASICALLY WHAT YOU OBSERVED OF HE*
A PROJECT MANAGER, PARTICULARLY IN RELATIONSHIP TO HER



























1EPARTMENT PEOPLE SHE HAD TO DEAL WITH.
A I HAD A LOT OF RESPECT FOR HER. I THOUGHT SHE WAS
VERY GOOD PROJECT MANAGER. IN FACT, I'VE SUBSEQUENTLY TRIED
0 HIRE ANN FOR THE STATE DEPARTMENT BECAUSE I THOUGHT SHE  AS
¦0 GOOD. I THOUGHT SHE PROVIDED A GOOD SENSE OF DIRECTION, A
OOD SENSE OF LEADERSHIP FOR THE TEAM.
Q DID YOU SEE HER DOING ANYTHING THAT YOU MIGHT TERM
ICTATORIAL OR ABUSIVE TO HER STAFF?
A OH, ABSOLUTELY NOT. CERTAINLY ABUSIVE, NEVER. I
HINK SHE -- NO, I DID NOT.
Q AND I TAKE IT THERE'S A LINE BETWEEN DICTATORIAL AND
ECISIVE. DID YOU SEE HER BEING DECISIVE?
A OH, YES, AND THAT  AS THE DISTINCTION I  AS TRYING TO
RAW. I THINK THAT'S A QUALITY OF LEADERSHIP AND ONE OF THOSE
UALITIES I HAVE A GREAT DEAL OF RESPECT FOR. I THOUGHT SHE
AS A VERY DECISIVE PERSON. A DICTATORIAL PERSON, TO ME, IS
OMEONE THAT REALLY HAS NO REGARD FOR THE VIEWS OF OTHERS AND
FOUND HER QUITE INTERESTED IN COMPETING POINTS OF VIEW. I
HOUGHT SHE WOULD -- SHE IMPRESSED ME AS SOMEBODY THAT  OULD
EAR HER STAFF OUT ON A QUESTION.
Q IN LIKE MANNER, INHER DEALINGS  ITH THE STATE DEPART-
ENT PEOPLE AS YOU OBSERVED IT BOTH IN BONN AND IN WASHINGTON
URING THIS FMS PROJECT, WAS SHE A PERSON WHO CUT PEOPLE OFF
R WAS SHE INTERESTED IN VIEWS? DID SHE HAVE A NARROW MIND



























THAT'S A LOT OF QUESTIONS, BUT LET ME ASK YOU TO SUM
T UP
A WELL, I NEVER SAW HER CUT ANYONE OFF, TO USE YOUR
HRASE. I THOUGHT SHE  AS A BROADMINDED PERSON. I THINK ANN --
LIKED ANN VERY MUCH AND I SAW A GREAT DEAL OF HER BOTH
OCIALLY AS WELL AS PROFESS ION LLYBECAUSE OF THE INTENSITY AND
ATURE OF THE RELATIONSHIP THAT WE HAD AND I ENJOYED THAT
SSOCIAT ION BECAUSE I LIKED HER INTELLECTUAL CLARITY. I LIKED
ER SHE WAS A STIMULATING CONVERSATIONALIST.
MR. TALLENT: YOUR HONOR, I'M GOING TO OBJECT TO THE
ONTINUING   THIS CONTINUING LINE. I DO NOT THINK THAT
HERE'S ANY ISSUE ABOUT THE ACCEPTANCE OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT'S
IEWS IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS CASE. IT CONTRIBUTES NOTHING TO
HIS RECORD.
THE COURT: WELL, THERE WASN'T UNTIL YOU RAISED THE
UGGESTION EARLIER TODAY THAT SHE WAS TAKEN OFF THE WORK AT
HE REQUEST OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT, IMPLYING THAT THERE WAS
OME LACK OF CONFIDENCE IN HER WORK, WHICH THE PRIOR WITNESS
AS EXPLAINED. I DO THINK, AS I'VE SAID FROM THE BEGINNING,
HAT THESE WITNESSES SAY ABOUT WHAT THEY OBSERVED AS TO HER
ELAT IONSHIPS TO THE STAFF OF PRICE WATERHOUSE, WHATEVER THAT
S, IS THE MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE AND I THINK YOU'VE COVERED
HAT




























Q DID YOU EVER OBSERVE HER DEALING WITH THE PARTNERS
>F PRICE WATERHOUSE IN ANY OF THESE SITUATIONS?
A YES, BUT NOT TO THE SAME EXTENT. I DIDN'T SEE -- THE
ARTNERS DIDN'T COME TO BONN NEARLY SO OFTEN AS ANN DID AND
'HEY WOULD GENERALLY NOT BE IN THE MEETINGS HERE THAT WE HAD
,'ITH THE PRICE WATERHOUSE TEAM.
Q WELL, LET ME ASK YOU, IN WHATEVER YOU DID OBSERVE OF
HER DEALINGS WITH PRICE  ATERHOUSE PARTNERS DID YOU SEE ANY
IND OF A DIFFERENT PERSONALITY OR AN ABRASIVE PERSONALITY OR
NYTHING THAT YOU WERE NOT NOTICING WHEN SHE DEALT  ITH HER
)WN STAFF?
A NO, SIR, I NEVER SA  THAT QUALITY.
Q NOW, JUST TO CLOSE UP YOUR ACQUAI  ANCEWITH HER BOTH
SOCIALLY AND IN BUSINESS TERMS, DID YOU HAVE ANYTHING TO DO
, ITH HER IN CONNECTION  ITH THE RE S, REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM PROJECT?
A YES, I DID. BECAUSE I HAD SUCH   I M RESPONSIBLE
FOR THE REMS PROGRAM MORE DIRECTLY THAN I WAS FOR THE FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. IT WAS MY ORGANIZATION THAT ACTUALLY CON¬
TRACTED WITH PRICE WATERHOUSE FOR THE REMS SYSTEM. BECAUSE
I HAD SUCH RESPECT FOR ANN'S JUDGMENT, WHEN I GOT BACK I ASKED
HER TO HAVE LUNCH, TO TALK ABOUT HOW REMS  AS GOING AND, AGAIN,
IT SEEMED TO BE GOING QUITE WELL.
Q NOW, DID YOU SEE ANYTHING DURING THE REMS PERIOD TO



























SSESSMENT OF YOUR OBSERVATIONS OF HER DEALINGS WITH THE STAFF
AND PARTNERS BEFORE THAT?
A NO.
Q DID YOU SEE ANYTHING DIFFERENT?
A NO, I THOUGHT IT WAS THE SAME, IT WAS THE SAME VERY
CAPABLE ANN HOPKINS RUNNING BOTH TEA S.
0 DID YOU SEE ANYTHING THAT CHANGED YOUR O N FEELING
THAT YOU'D LIKE TO HAVE HER WORKING FOR YOU?
A NO. IN FACT, I MADE THE JOB OFFER AFTER SEEING BOTH
OF THOSE SITUATIONS.
Q DID YOU SEE ANYTHING THAT CHANGED YOUR FEELING THAT
YOU WOULD ALSO LIKE TO BE A SOCIAL FRIEND OF HERS?
A NOTHING WHATSOEVER.
Q IS YOUR JOB SUBJECT TO SENATE CONFIRMATION?
A YES, IT IS.
MR. HELLER: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS OF MR. LAMB.
MR. TALLENT: I HAVE NO QUESTIONS.
THE COURT: THANK YOU VERY  UCH, SIR. YOU'RE EXCUSED
MR. HURON: WE CALL MR. THOMAS BEYER.
WHEREUPON,
THOMAS BEYER,
HAVING APPEARED AS AN ADVERSE WITNESS, AND HAVING BEEN FIRST





























0 WOULD YOU STATE YOUR NAME, PLEASE?
A I'M SORRY?
O YOUR NAME, PLEASE.
A THOMAS BEYER.
Q WHAT'S YOUR POSITION WITH PRICE WATERHOUSE, MR. BEYER?
A I CAN'T HEAR YOU VERY WELL.
Q YOUR POSITION WITH PRICE WATERHOUSE.
A I'M THE PARTNER IN CHARGE OF THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES.
Q COULD YOU DESCRIBE JUST IN GENERAL TERMS THE GROWTH
)F PRICE WATERHOUSE -- OF OGS SINCE YOU BECAME THE PARTNER IN
SHARGE?
A I'M VERY PROUD OF THE FACT THAT IT'S BEEN A MARVELOUSLY
GGRESSTVE STRONG DEVELOPING GROWTH STARTING SOMEWHERE IN 1979
, ITH ABOUT 25 PEOPLE OR SO TO THE POINT NOW WHERE IT'S 350
EOPLE
Q YOU KNOW THE PLAINTIFF IN THIS CASE, ANN HOPKINS?
A YES, SIR.
Q I DON'T WANT TO GO IN GREAT DETAIL THROUGH THE PROJECTS
HAT SHE WORKED ON, BUT I WOULD LIKE YOUR ASSESSMENT OF THE
ORK THAT SHE DID, FIRST OF ALL, ON FMS-1  HEN SHE SERVED AS
ROJECT MANAGER FOR THE FLY OFF.
A THE FLY OFF PERIOD IS A TWO YEAR PERIOD, ESSENTIALLY
980 TO 1981. DURING THAT PERIOD OF TIME ANN HOPKINS AND I



























HARACTER IZE AS A MASSIVE AND A LONG TERM PROPOSAL EFFORT TO
SECURE THE LONG RUNNING IMPLEMENTATION CONTRACT FROM THE STATE
EPARTMENT. I FELT VERY STRONGLY THAT AS TIME DEVELOPED ANN'S
SAPABILITIES TO PERFORM IN THIS PROJECT GOT BETTER AND BETTER.
I DID NOT KNOW ANN VERY WELL AT THE START OF THIS PROJECT. IN
ACT  I HARDLY KNEW HER AT ALL SINCE I HAD NOT BEEN IN THE
DFFICE OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES UNTIL LATE OR MID-1979. AND
THIS WAS THE ONLY PROJECT THAT I HAD WORKED WITH ANN HOPKINS
DN. I THOUGHT SHE DID A FINE PIECE OF WORK AND I FELT AS TIME
JENT ALONG THAT IT IMPROVED. AND THAT MY ASSOCATION WITH HER
IMPROVED. WE IN MANY WAYS WERE LIKE TWO, OH, SHALL I SAY
TROOPERS, IF YOU WILL, FIGHTING IN THE TRENCHES TOGETHER TO
TRY AND MAKE THIS A SUCCESSFUL PROPOSITION WITH THE STATE
DEPARTMENT. WE CONSULTED WITH EACH OTHER CONSISTENTLY
CONTINUOUSLY THROUGHOUT THIS PERIOD OF TIME. I LIKED PARTI¬
CULARLY THE WAY SHE RESPONDED TO THE TYPES OF THINGS THAT WE
HAD TO DO AND THE CAMARADERIE THAT DEVELOPED BETWEEN US ON A
DAY TO DAY BASIS SO THAT WE COULD ALMOST TALK IN A SHORTHAND
FASHION ON ISSUES AND EVENTS IN ORDER TO COME TO A QUICK
CONCLUSION. TIME WAS OF THE ESSENCE. WE WERE UNDER A LOT
OF PRESSURE AND WE HAD A LOT OF STAFF WAITING FOR DECISIONS
THAT  OULD COME OUT OF OUR MEETINGS. IN A SENSE THEN I THOUGHT
THAT SHE WAS A VERY FINE PROFESSIONAL.
Q IN SPEAKING OF STAFF, IT'S CORRECT, ISN'T IT, THAT



























HAT ANN SHOULD BE REPLACED OR THAT SHE WAS NOT AN OUTSTANDING
EADER? NO ONE EVER SUGGESTED THAT TO YOU?
A NO, NOBODY EVER SUGGESTED THAT TO ME.
Q IN FACT, YOU COMMENTED TO THAT ON YOUR LONG FORM,
IDN'T YOU?
A YES .
THE COURT: WELL, WHAT  ENT WRONG, MR. BEYER?
THE WITNESS: WELL, I DON'T BELIEVE ANYTHING WENT
RONG, YOUR HONOR, IN THOSE FIRST TWO YEARS.
THE COURT: NO, I WASN'T ASKI G YOU THAT. WHAT WENT
RONG. YOU KNOW WHY WE'RE HERE.  HAT WENT WRONG?
THE WITNESS: I WOULD HAVE TO CHARACTERIZE WHAT WENT
RONG AS A -- WELL, YOUR HONOR, MAYBE THE BETTER  AY TO ANSWER
OUR QUESTION  
THE COURT: YOU SEE WHAT I'M TRYING TO GET. YOU'VE
(EEN THERE. YOU SPOTTED A STAR, RIGHT? NOW, THEN, WHAT
IAPPENED? WHAT HAPPENED?
THE WITNESS: I THINK YOU HAVE TO UNDERSTAND THAT
•HE -- THE RELATIONSHIP THAT I HAD WITH ANN HOPKINS- WHICH IN
iOME WAYS OBLITERATED MY VIEW OF HER  ITH HER RELATIONS WITH
)THER PEOPLE. SHE AND I DEALT MOSTLY ON AN ARM S LENGTH BASIS
¦OGETHER MANY TIMES IN MY OFFICE OR IN A PRIVATE OFFICE IN THE
ITATE DEPARTMENT. WE DID NOT NECESSARILY HAVE WITH US OTHER
EOPLE FROM THE STATE DEPARTMENT OR OUR OWN STAFF. I DID NOT



























ELATIONS ALMOST FROM THE DAY I JOINED THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
SERVICES IN 1979. I DISREGARDED MOST OF THEM. PARTICULARLY
THE EARLY YEARS, BECAUSE I THOUGHT -- THEY DIDN'T SEEM TO BE
SIGNIFICANT NOR WAS I PARTICULARLY CONCERNED WITH THEM BECAUSE
IVAS MORE CONCERNED WITH ACHIEVING THE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT
DF A MAJOR PRACTICE AND ANN HOPKINS WOULD BE IN A SENSE WITH
OR ING  ITH ME BE THE VEHICLE BY WHICH WE ATTEMPTED TO GET
THAT BASE FOR ACHIEVING THAT OBJECTIVE. I'M WELL AWARE THAT
THERE WERE SITUATIONS, PEOPLE WHO WOULD COME TO ME AND SAY
THEY REALLY COULDN'T UNDERSTAND HOW ANN HOPKINS COULD -- I
COULD HAVE SUCH A RELATIONSHIP WITH HER. THAT THEY WERE UNHAPPY
WITH HER. I HEARD CHARACTERIZATIONS OF ANN AS QUEEN ANN IN
HER RELATIONS  ITH OTHER PEOPLE IN THE OFFICE, PARTICULARLY
THE YOUNGER STAFF. AND, OF COURSE, THE REFERENCE THERE IS TO
A KIND OF A REGAL BEARING THAT SHE HAD WITH THE STAFF IN WHICH
THEY RESENTED HER RELATIONSHIP WITH THEM. AGAIN, I DISREGARDED
THESE POINTS. IT WAS NOT REALLY RELEVANT TO WHAT I WAS AFTER.
ALTHOUGH I WAS CONCERNED FOR ALL THE STAFF IN THE OFFICE I FELT
THAT THEY COULD SURVIVE, THAT THEY WOULD WORK WITH THE OTHER
PARTNERS AND MANAGERS IN THE OFFICE, BUT THAT MY CONCERN WAS
WORKING WITH HER TO DEVELOP HER CAPABILITIES AND ACHIEVE A
SUCCESS THAT WE WERE AFTER IN THE REAL ESTATE DEPARTMENT.
NOW, ALL THROUGH THE YEARS THESE COMMENTS WOULD COME
BACK AND IN FACT THE MEETING SHE HAD WITH FRED LAUGHLIN IN



























iOUNS EL ING REVIEW IN WHICH A PARTNER IS DESIGNATED TO SUMMARIZE
'HE YEAR'S EVENTS WITH HER AND EVALUATE HER PERFORMANCE AND TO
>FFER ANY CRITICISM OR SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT WHICH WOULD
.EAD TO A CONSIDERATION OF HER CANDIDACY FOR PARTNERSHIP  AND
T WAS AT THAT TIME MR. LAUGHLIN HAD THAT MEETING WITH ANN
IOPKINS THAT BOTH LEW KRULWICH AND I -- LEW KRULWICH BEING
.NOTHER PARTNER IN THE OFFICE OF GOVERNMENTSERVICES COMMENTED
0 LAUGHLIN THAT THERE WERE CERTAIN THINGS THAT HE HAD TO GET
¦CROSS TO HER, CERTAIN MESSAGES. I FELT PARTICULARLY   THIS
AS PARTICULARLY NECESSARY BECAUSE WHATEVER UNHAPPINESS THERE
AS WITH ANN AND HER RELATIONS WITH OTHER STAFF WOULD BE A ROAD
LOCK FOR HER TO MAKE PARTNER. THAT I COULDN'T REALLY DEAL
ITH THAT AND I COULDN'T SEE THAT AND MAYBE I COULDN'T EVEN
OMMUNI CATE THAT TO HER. SO WE TOLD LAUGHLIN PARTICULARLY
0 TALK TO HER ABOUT SOME OF THOSE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS.
HESE INCLUDED SUCH THINGS AS HER LANGUAGE, HER TONE, HER
ENSITIVITY TO THE FEELINGS AND NEEDS OF OTHER PEOPLE. AND
E DID THAT AND I THINK HIS DOCUMENT COMING FORTH FROM THAT
OUNSELING SESSION BRINGS FORTH THOSE IDEAS. NOW, THAT WAS
OT THE ONLY ONE BUT THAT'S JUST ANOTHER ONE OF THE SESSIONS
HAT I'M TALKING ABOUT. THIS WAS BROUGHT FORTH TO ANN.
BY MR. HURON:
Q MR. BEYER, IN CONNECTION WITH THAT PARTICULAR COUNSEL-
NG SESSION I'D LIKE TO SHOW YOU DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 11. IS





























0 AND ON THE FIRST PAGE, ITEM NUMBER TWO, IN TERMS OF
CHIEVEMENTS, I BELIEVE SAYS -- REFERS TO THE SUBSTANTIAL
Mp.ROVEMENT SHE'S MADE IN HER PERFORMANCE IN TERMS OF RELATIONS
ITH OTHERS OVER THE PAST YEARS.
A YES. I THINK THAT IF YOU WERE TO PENETRATE THIS,
'M NOT ABSOLUTELY CERTAIN, BUT I THINK ON THIS EXHIBIT ITEMS
NE AND TWO WERE  RITTEN BY LEW KRULWICH. I THINK THAT'S HIS
ITING. ITEMS FOUR AND FIVE WERE WRITTEN BY ME.
0 NOW, IN FACT, MR. LAUGHLIN NEXT YEAR SUPPORTED ANN
OPKINS CANDIDACY FOR PARTNERSHIP, DID HE NOT?
A I BELIEVE HE DID, YES.
Q IN THE  
THE COURT: DID YOU EVER HAVE A WOMAN PROJECT MANAGER
ORK WITH YOU BEFORE ON A MAJOR MATTER?
THE WITNESS: YOUR HONOR, I DON'T KNOW THE ANSWER TO
HAT FOR CERTAIN BUT I BELIEVE THE ANSWER IS YES. DURING THE
970'S AT MY WORK IN BOSTON, THAT THERE WERE SOME PROJECT
ANAGERI5 WHO WERE FEMALE, YES.
BY MR. HURON:
Q ON ANY PROJECTS  
A LET ME JUST ANSWER THAT ADDITIONALLY. I'  AFRAID
DON'T REMEMBER THE SEX OF THE -- THE GENDER OF THE INDIVIDUAL 



























INDIVIDUAL OF COURSE WAS ALL THAT I WAS CONCERNED  ITH.
THE COURT: WELL, THAT S NOT A VERY BIG THING, TO
TELL THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A MAN AND A WOMAN, YOU KNOW.
THE WITNESS: NO, BUT IT'S NOT SOMETHING I WOULD
EMEMBER.
BY MR. HURON:
Q THOSE PROJECTS IN THE SEVENTIES WHERE THE WOMEN MAY
HAVE MANAGED, WERE THEY ANYWHERE NEAR THE SCOPE OF THE --
A AT THE TIME THEY WERE QUITE SIGNIFICANT TO ME AS A
OUNGER PART ER IN THE BOSTON OFFICE, YES. THEY WERE SIGNIFI-
;ANT IN PROPORTION TO WHAT I HAD BEEN EXPERIENCING AND TO THE
SIZE AND PRACTICE IN BOSTON.
Q HOW ABOUT IN ABSOLUTE TERMS.
A NO.
THE COURT: THE REASON I ASKED, THERE WAS TESTIMO Y
BEFORE ME THAT YOU SUGGESTED SHE CHANGE HER MODE OF DRESS,
HER LIPSTICK, HER HAIRDO, AND I THOUGHT PERHAPS THAT SHOWED
SOME CONSCIOUSNESS OF FEMININITY.
THE WITNESS: AT THE TIME IN WHICH THOSE COMMENTS WERE
ADE, YOUR HONOR, THEY  ERE IN PREPARATION, IT IS MY UNDER¬
STANDING, OF AN IMPENDING MEETING THAT ANN HOPKINS WAS TO HAVE
WITH JOE CONNOR, A MEETING IN WHICH HE WOULD REVEAL TO HER THE
BASIS IN WHICH THE FIRM WAS GOING TO HOLD HER OR HAD HELD HER
ARTNERSHIP CANDIDACY.




























THE WITNESS: YES, THAT'S MY UNDERSTANDING. AND THAT
:URTHERMORE THE REASON THAT THAT EVEN CAME UP WAS THAT ANN AND
, PARTICULARLY I, WAS TRYING TO SEARCH FOR A WAY IN WHICH
NN COULD PRESENT A VERY POSITIVE, CONFIDENT AND SUCCESSFUL
MAGE TO MR. CONNOR. I FELT THAT THAT WAS PARTICULARLY
IECESSARY IN ORDER TO ELIMINATE ANY POSSIBILITY HE MIGHT THINK
HAT SHE FELT DEFEATED BY THE HOLD VOTE, THAT SHE WAS HURT BY
T OR IN ANY WAY WOULD TAKE IT AS A SMACK AGAINST HER AND THAT
HE WAS LOST IN TERMS OF THE PARTNERSHIP FOREVER. I FELT IT
AS IMPORTANT THAT HE GET THE MESSAGE THROUGH TO HIM   THAT
HE GET THE MESSAGE THROUGH TO HIM THAT SHE WAS READY TO DO
HATEVER IT TOOK, THAT SHE WAS READY TO ACCEPT HIS CRITICISMS
ND TAKE ON THE CHALLENGES OF MAKING HERSELF A CANDIDATE FOR
HE FOLLOWING YEAR.
THE COURT: HE CRITICIZED HER DRESS, AS YOU UNDER-
TOOD IT?
THE WITNESS: NO, HE HADN'T CRITICIZED HER IN ANY
ASH I ON TO ME.
THE COURT: YOU JUST THOUGHT IT WOULD MA E A BETTER
MPRES SION.
THE WITNESS: THAT WAS ONE OF THE ELEMENTS THAT I
HOUGHT WOULD HELP HER, YES.
BY MR. HURON:



























'HAT WAS TAKEN OF YOU EARLIER IN THIS CASE. DO YOU RECALL THE
'EPOS IT ION?
A I RECALL A DEPOSITION, YES.
Q OKAY. I'D LIKE TO REFER TO PAGE 172 OF VOLUME 1 OF
HAT DEPOSITION. LOOKING MIDWAY DOWN THE PAGE, DOESN'T THIS
EFER TO MISS HOPKINS GOING TO NEW YORK TO SEE MR. CONNOR?
A YES, IT DOES.
Q AND COMING BACK TO TALK TO YOU AFTER THAT MEETING?
A YES, THAT'S RIGHT.
Q AND AT THE SUBSEQUENT PAGE, 173 REFERS TO YOUR
I SOUS SION AT THAT POINT.
A YES, THAT'S CONSISTENT.
THE COURT: NOW, WHICH IS YOUR PRESENT RECOLLECTION?
AS IT BEFORE OR AFTER?
THE WITNESS: I DON'T THINK THERE'S ANYTHING INCON-
I STENT HERE, YOUR HONOR, THAN WHAT I SAID TO YOU EARLIER.
THE COURT: THERE WAS TO BE ANOTHER MEETING?
THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT. WE'RE TALKING ABOUT TWO
EPARATE MEETINGS. ONE PREPARATORY FOR ANN HOPKINS TO GO TO
EW YORK AND THE SECOND SUBSEQUENTLY UPON HER RETURN IN WHICH,
N A SENSE, I DE-BRIEFED HER AS TO  HAT TOOK PLACE SINCE IN
ANY WAYS SHE WAS TELLING ME INFORMATION THAT I DID NOT KNOW





























Q BUT IT WAS IN THAT SUBSEQUENT MEETING AS WELL WHERE
OU HAD THE CONVERSATION ABOUT THE MANNER IN WHICH SHE WALKED,
BOUT DRESSING IN A MORE FEMININE FASHION, THAT TYPE OF THING?
A YES .
Q IN FACT, YOU HAD HAD PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS ALONG THOSE
INES WITH HER, HAD YOU NOT?
A IT'S DIFFICULT TO RECALL EXACTLY ALL THE MEETINGS
HAT I HAD WITH HER AND EACH AND EVERY ONE. PLEASE UNDERSTAND
HAT OVER THIS PERIOD OF TIME WE HAD MANY MANY MEETINGS, SOME
IF WHICH DEALT WITH THE TECHNICAL DETAILS AND THE PROBLEMS OF
HE ADMINISTRATION OF THE FIRST FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT JOB OF
'HE STATE DEPART ENT. OTHERS OF WHICH DEALT WITH HER CONCERN,
1ERS AND MINE, OF HER PARTNERSHIP AND  HAT WE COULD DO TO
;NCREASE HER CHANCES FOR A FAVORABLE VOTE. I CANNOT RECALL
rXACTLY ALL OF THE MEETINGS I HAD AND EXACTLY WHAT TOOK PLACE
\ND WHAT DIDN'T TAKE PLACE AS TO CERTAIN ISSUES AND WHEN THEY
\ROSE.
MR. HURON: YOUR HONOR, I DON'T WANT TO BELABOR THE
'OINT IN TERMS OF PERFORMANCE. I NOTE FOR THE RECORD THAT TWO
IF MR. BEYER'S PERFORMANCE APPRAISALS OF MISS HOPKINS, FIRST
rOR THE FMS PROJECT AND THE SECOND RELATING TO THE REAL ESTATE
1ANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT ARE PLAINT IFF'S EXHIBITS 12 AND 13.
BY MR. HURON:
Q MR. BEYER, IN THE SUMMER OF 1932 YOU LOANED ANN



























THREE MILLION DOLLAR CONTRACT PROPOSAL FOR THE FARMER'S HOME
DMINISTRATION, IS THAT CORRECT?
A I DIDN'T KNOW IT WAS THAT SIZE AT THE TIME I LOANED
HER BUT I DID LOAN HER, YES.
Q AND PRICE WATERHOUSE HAD STIFF COMPETITION ON THIS
PROPOSAL FROM ARTHUR ANDERSEN?
A AMONG OTHERS, YES.
Q AND IN FACT, PEOPLE THOUGHT ANDERSEN HAD AN INSIDE
TRACK?
A ARTHUR ANDERSEN AND I BELIEVE ALSO BOOZ-ALLEN
AMILTON, A GENERALIST CONSULTING FIRM.
Q NOW, WHEN MISS HOP INS  ENT OUT TO ST. LOUIS, AND I
HINK YOU TESTIFIED TO THIS IN YOUR DEPOSITION, SHE WASN'T
IVEN THE TYPE OF SUPPORT THAT BOTH OF YOU WERE USED TO IN
OGS, WAS SHE?
A OVER THE YEARS IN OGS WE DEVELOPED A STREAMLINED
FASHION FOR EFFICIENTLY DEALING  ITH PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT FOR
GENERATING DELIVERABLES ON JOBS. IT BECAME A WAY OF LIFE. IT
HAD TO. IT WAS THE ONLY WAY WE COULD SURVIVE. THE ST. LOUIS
OFFICE WAS NOT USED TO THIS. THEY HAD DEALT MORE IN THE PRIVATE
SECTOR AND IN STATE GOVERNMENT WORK. I DON'T RECALL THAT THEY
HAD HAD ANY FEDERAL GOVERN ENT PROJECTS OR PROPOSALS UP UNTIL
THAT TIME. IN SOME SENSE THEREFORE WE WOULD NOT EXPECT THE 
TO NECESSARILY UNDERSTAND OR NECESSARILY EVEN AGREE WITH WHAT



























FUL. IT IS A VERY COMMON CHARACTERISTIC WITHIN PRICE WATERHOUSf
FOR OFFICES TO LOAN MANAGERS  EVEN PARTNERS, OR STAFF TO OTHER
OFFICES FOR PURPOSES OF EITHER WRITING A PROPOSAL OR FOR DOING
JOB. WE'VE SEEN THAT DESCRIBED EARLIER IN WHICH OTHER OFFICE 
LOANED PEOPLE TO US ON THE BIA WORK IN ALBUQUERQUE.
Q THE ST. LOUIS OFFICE DIDN'T PROVIDE PROPER LOGISTICAL
SUPPORT, DID THEY? YOU HAD SENT A WORD PROCESSOR OUT?
A OVER THE PERIOD OF TIME THAT ANN HOPKINS WAS IN ST.
LOUIS MANY CONVERSATIONS TOOK PLACE BETWEEN ANN AND ME. THERE
ERE A NUMBER OF ISSUES THAT WERE ON OUR LIST AT THAT TIME.
ONE, OF COURSE, WAS WHAT SHE NEEDED AND HOW THE JOB WAS GOING
OUT IN ST. LOUIS. AT ONE POINT IN TIME SHE CALLED AND SAID I
CAN'T GET IT THROUGH   CAN'T GET THE DOCUMENTS THROUGH WORD
PROCESSING HERE. IT'S A SMALL GROUP. I THINK THEY ONLY HAD
TWO OR THREE PEOPLE. WHAT SHALL I DO. I SAID YOU CAN CALL
UPON OUR PEOPLE HERE. WHY NOT SEND SOME OF THE DOCUMENTS
FEDERAL EXPRESS TO OUR OFFICE HERE IN WASHINGTON, USE OUR
SERVICES HERE. WE HAVE A LARGER WORD PROCESSING GROUP. THAT
DID NOT SEEM TO SATISFY HER AND AT SOME POINT IN TIME, EITHER
IN THAT CONVERSATION OR AT A SHORTLY LATER DATE SHE CAME BACK
AND SAID COULD WE GET SOMEBODY FROM OUR OFFICE TO GO TO ST.
LOUIS AND HELP HER. I AGREED TO DO THAT. AND, IN FACT, WE
SENT ONE OF OUR WORD PROCESSING PEOPLE OUT THERE WHO WORKED
AN ENORMOUS NUMBER OF HOURS TO TYPE A MAJOR SECTION OF THE



























ALSO UNDER THE HEADING OF CONCERNS TO US AT THIS TIME
\ND WHICH CAUSED CONSIDERABLE CONTACT BETWEEN ANN AND ME WAS
HER PARTNERSHIP CANDIDACY. AND  E HAD DISCUSSIONS ON THAT.
DNE OF THE THINGS WE WERE DOING WAS TRYING TO COUNT THE LONG
FORM VOTE, HOW MANY LONG FORMS DID SHE NEED TO GET AND PARTICUL/
HOW  ANY FAVORABLE LONG FORMS COULD SHE GET. NOW, THIS  AS
SHEER SPECULATION ON THE PART OF BOTH OF US BUT IT WAS AN
TTEMPT TO TRY TO FIND OUT WHAT POSITION SHE WOULD HAVE AND
HOW CLOSE SHE COULD COME TO BEING FAVORABLY ACCEPTED. IT'S
rENERALLY ACCEPTED IN THE FIRM THAT YOU NEED FIVE, SIX FAVOR¬
BLE LONG FOR  VOTES TO BE EVEN SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED AT THE
AD ISSIONS COMMITTEE LEVEL. WE WERE TRYING TO FIGURE OUT IF
SHE EVEN APPROACHED THAT LEVEL.
Q IN TERMS OF THE CONDITIONS AT ST. LOUIS YOU KNE  THAT
THERE WAS A NEW ENGAGEMENT PARTNER EACH WEEK FOR A FOUR OR
FIVE WEEK PERIOD, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A IT WAS NOT MY UNDERSTANDING WHEN I SENT OUT ANN THAT
THERE WOULD BE -- WHICH PARTNER WOULD BE IN CHARGE OF THAT
PROJECT. I DON'T THINK THEY THEMSELVES KNEW. I THINK IT
EVOLVED OVER TIME AS A RESULT OF THEIR BECOMING AWARE OF
EXACTLY WHAT THE PROPOSAL ENTAILED AND WHAT THE JOB WOULD BE IF
WE WERE SUCCESSFUL. I THINK IT HAD TO DO WITH THEIR ASSESS¬
MENT OF THE DEMANDS ON THE TIME OF THE VARIOUS PARTNERS
INVOLVED. I DID NOT KNOW WHO IT WAS THAT WOULD BE CHOSEN. I



























10W IT WENT THAT SHE TOLD ME THAT THERE HAD BEEN A NUMBER OF
LTERNATIVES -- ALTERN ATIVE PARTNERS THAT WE RE' '.EVALUATED FOR
OSS IBLY LEADING THAT PROJECT.
Q AND A DIFFERENT ONE THAT SHE HAD TO REPORT TO AND
RY TO GET SUPPORT FROM IN TERMS OF --
A YES, BUT I'M NOT TERRIBLY CONCERNED ABOUT THAT. I
HINK YOU CAN BLOW THAT POINT WAY OUT OF PROPORTION. IT IS
IOT UNUSUAL FOR AN OFFICE STRUGGLING TO WRITE A PROPOSAL TO
RY TO DANCE AROUND THE ISSUE WHO IS GOING TO BE THE TOP OF
T. YOU'RE TRYING TO PUT IN THE PLACE THE ONE PERSON WITH
IHOM YOU FEEL YOU CAN BE SUCCESSFUL. NOW, THAT CAN BE A NUMBER
iF PEOPLE. YOU CAN CHANGE THE PEOPLE, PARTICULARLY OVER A
OUR OR FIVE WEEK PERIOD IN WHICH YOU'RE CHANGING THE PROPOSAL
iND THE PERFORMANCE OF THE JOB ITSELF CHANGES WHEN YOU'RE
OLVING THE PROPOSAL.
Q HAD YOU SAID, MR. BEYER, THAT ANN WENT THROUGH HELL
N PERFORMING THAT PROPOSAL?
A THAT'S MY UNDERSTANDING.
Q AND YOU HAD HEARD THE SAME TYPE OF THING FROM THE
fORD PROCESSING PEOPLE IN TER S OF THAT PERFORMANCE?
A NO, I DON'T RECALL HEARING THAT KIND OF COMMENT FROM
HE WORD PROCESSOR. ALL I HEARD FROM THE WORD PROCESSOR WAS
iHE SPENT A LOT OF HOURS WORKING ON THE JOB AND SHE SHOWED ME
TIME SHEET WHICH WAS QUITE A FEW HOURS, AND I APPROVED IT



























THAT, AND THAT'S ALL THAT TOOK PLACE WITH HER.
Q NOW, ULTIMATELY THE CONTRACT WAS AWARDED, THE
FARMERS' HOME CONTRACT WAS AWARDED TO THE ST. LOUIS OFFICE,
IS THAT RIGHT?
A YES, IT WAS.
Q AND YOU WROTE A LETTER TO MR. CONNOR WHICH BEGAN,
'ANN HOPKINS HAS DONE IT AGAIN."
A YES, I WAS OVERJOYED.
MR. HURON: THAT WAS PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT 1 , YOUR
HONOR.
Q IN TERMS OF THE REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROJECT,
IHE STATE DEPARTMENT SPECIFICALLY REQUESTED THAT ANN WRITE THE
ROPOSAL AND MANAGE IT, ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
A I'M SORRY. PLEASE STATE THAT AGAIN?
Q THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE SPECIFICALLY REQUESTED THAT
\NN HOPKINS WRITE THE PROPOSAL FOR REMS AND WRITE HERSELF IN
\S A PROJECT MANAGER?
A NO, THE STATE DEPARTMENT DID NOT ASK THAT ANN HOPKINS
RITE THE PROPOSAL. THEY SAID THAT ANN HOPKINS WOULD BE A GOOD
)NE TO WRITE THE PROPOSAL AND ALSO THEY WERE AWARE THAT WE
HAD ON OUR STAFF NE LY HIRED MR. BOB FREEMAN  HO HAD BEEN ANN'S
OUNTERPART WITH AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SERVICE, AMA, OUR
:OMPETITOR, AND THAT THE TWO OF THEM WOULD BE IDEAL TO WRITE
IHIS PROPOSAL BECAUSE THEY HAD SPENT TWO YEARS OR MORE WITH



























NVOLVED WITH WAS THE REAL ESTATE AREA OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT
IHEREFORE THEY WOULD HAVE KNOWLEDGE, UNIQUE KNO LEDGE AS TO
IHAT WENT ON IN THAT DEPARTMENT AND THEREFORE WOULD BE IN A
/ERY GOOD POSITION TO WRITE IT.
Q MR. BEYER, I'D LIKE TO SHOW YOU PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT
.3 WHICH IS AN EVALUATION YOU WROTE OF ANN HOPKINS' PERFORMANCE
)N REMS AS OF OCTOBER 12, 1982. LOOKING AT YOUR COMMENTS AT
'HE BOTTOM OF PAGE ONE, COULD YOU READ THOSE INTO THE RECORD,
LEASE?
A "CLIENT INSISTED THAT ANN WRITE THE PROPOSAL AND THEN
IANAGE IT. THEY COULD NOT BE HAPPIER WITH HER, AND THIS IS A
OUGH, VERY DEMANDING CLIENT." I THINK YOU HAVE TO UNDERSTAND
HE CONTEXT IN WHICH THIS DOCUMENT IS WRITTEN. AT THIS POINT
N TIME WE ARE AT OCTOBER 12, 1982. I M WELL AWARE THAT WE
IAD PROPOSED ANN HOPKINS FOR PARTNERSHIP. I'M  ELL A' ARE THAT
’EOPLE WILL BE COMING THROUGH THE OFFICE REVIEWING HER FILE
RYING TO GAIN AN UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT -- OF OUR VIEW OF
IER CANDIDACY. ANYTHING I COULD SAY OR ANY DOCUMENT I COULD
UT IN THE FILE WHICH AT LEAST WILL DEMONSTRATE OUR BELIEF OR
IY BELIEF THAT THIS IS AN OUTSTANDING CANDIDATE HELPS TO SELL
HIS PERSON TO THE REST OF THE PARTNERSHIP.
Q IS THAT COMMENT ACCURATE THAT YOU JUST READ? f 
THE COURT: WELL, HE SAYS THAT THE REAL COMMENT THAT
;OUNTS IS ON THE LAST PAGE. HE SAYS SHE'S READY FOR PARTNER-





























THE COURT: ISN'T THAT RIGHT?
THE WITNESS THAT'S RIGHT.
THE COURT: SO THERE'S NO QUESTION THAT THAT'S WHAT
E THOUGHT AT THE TIME, AS I UNDERST ND IT.
MR. HURON: ALL RIGHT.
BY MR. HURON:
Q NOW  
THE COURT: ARE YOU GOING TO BE A GOOD DEAL LONGER OR
RE YOU ABOUT DONE OR HOW DOES IT LOOK TO YOU? I'M NOT TRYING
0 HURRY YOU IN ANY WAY.
MR. HURON: I UNDERSTAND, YOUR HONOR. I WOULD SAY
ROBABLY SOMEWHAT IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD OF TWENTY MINUTES TO A
AN HOUR.
THE COURT: I THINK THEN WE'D BETTER PULL THE SHADES
N FOR THE DAY NOW AND TAKE IT UP AGAIN TO ORRO  AT 9:30.
MR. TALLENT: YOUR HONOR, TOMORROW, AS A HOUSEKEEPING
TER, WE HAVE, ASSUMING THAT THE PLAINTIFF FINISH THEIR
E  
THE COURT: I GATHER THEY WILL.
MR. TALLENT: AND I GATHER THEY WILL. ONE OF THE
LY ITEMS IS THE STIPULATED TESTIMONY BY VIDEOTAPE. WE'LL
RING THAT EQUIP ENT OVER IN THE MORNING.
THE COURT: RIGHT.
MR. TALLENT: IF THAT'S SATISFACTORY WITH THE COURT.



























OU ANY ASSISTANCE HE CAN ABOUT SETTING IT UP.
I CAN'T RECALL WHETHER I HAVE SAID THIS TO YOU OR NOT
1UT IT'S MY PRACTICE IN THESE CASES TO LET -- HAVE COUNSEL
L KE WHATEVER MOTION THEY WANT IN CRYPTIC TERMS TO PROTECT
HEIR RECORD BUT OBVIOUSLY IN A CASE LIKE THIS WITH A LOT OF
:XHIBITS I HAVEN'T YET READ I JAKE THOSE MOTIONS UNDER ADVISE-
IENT AND WE GO THE WHOLE WAY, HAVE A COMPLETE RECORD, SO THAT
HATEVER HAPPENS IT DOESN'T HAVE TO BE DONE THE SECOND TIME.
MR. TALLENT: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: AND SO WHILE I ALWAYS EXPECT THE MOTION
,T THE END OF THE PLAINTIFF'S CASE, QUITE PROPERLY I DON'T
XPECT ARGUMENT FROM EITHER SIDE, JUST THAT YOU'RE PROTECTING
OUR RECORD, AND IT DOESN'T REFLECT IN ANY WAY ANY JUDGME T ON
IY PART ABOUT THE CASE AT ALL. IT'S JUST THE PRACTICALITIES
F IT, YOU UNDERSTAND.
MR. TALLENT: I UNDERSTAND.
THE COURT: 9:30 THEN.
MR. HURON: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR.
(WHEREUPON, THE PROCEEDINGS IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED MATTER
'ERE RECESSED AT 4:15 P. M. TO RE-COMMENCE TUESDAY, MARCH 26,
985 AT 9:30 A. M.)
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